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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 1955 


Untrep States Senate, 
SrecIAL SuscomMirrex To [nvestt- 
GATE THE ProposaL or Poromac 
Execrric Power Co. To Erecr a Stream PLAnt 
ON THE Poromac River 1n Loupoun Counry, VA., 
OF THE COMMITTER ON THE Disrrict or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a. m., in 
the District committee room, United States Capitol Building, Senator 
Wayne Morse (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Morse and Beall. 

Also present : Hon. Howard W. Smith, a Representative in Congress 
from the Eighth District of Virginia. 

William P. Gulledge, counsel, and Murray W. Weight, assistant 
counsel, 

Senator Morse. The hearing will come to order. 

1 think the best way to open the hearing is to read into the record 
a letter of September 20, 1955, that I sent to Senator Matthew M. 
Neely, chairman of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia. 
| Reading: | 


My Dear Senator: The proposal of the Potomac Electric Power Co. to construct 
and operate a steam plant in Loudoun County, Va., on the south bank of the 
Potomac River has recently come to my attention. I view this proposal with 
grave concern because it is my understanding that the steam plant would be 
constructed above Great Falls near the source of the water supply for the 
District of Columbia and in the potential reservoir area of a Federal multi- 
purpose dam that might be urgently needed in connection with the future growth 
of our Nation’s Capital. 

Present and future residents of the District of Columbia depend upon the 
Potomac River as a primary source of water for the area. Consequently, any 
installation which might conceivably impair the water supply of the District 
or which could contribute to pollution of the river must be subjected to thorough 
scrutiny. 

It has been indicated that water from the Potomac would be used to cool the 
steam plant’s condensers. Many people have expressed the fear that in times 
of low water the condensers would increase the temperature of the river so as to 
promote the growth of harmful bacteria. We have been waging a battle to 
eliminate pollution in the Potomac and we should be particularly vigilant with 
respect to any facility which might contribute further to the polluted condition 
of the river. 

Under the law, the Chief Engineer for the Washington District is responsible 
for the water supply of the District of Columbia. He has requested Loudoun 
County and the Potomac Electric Power Co. officials to defer action on the 
proposed plant until further study can be made. The District of Columbia 
Commissioners have concurred in this request. The wisdom of the request 
is obvious. 

It is not my intention to interfere with this private utility in providing suf- 
ficient electric service to the area; however, before any final decision is reached, I 
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feel that the company as well as all interested Government officials and agencies 
should thoroughly explore the possibility of establishing the plant at some 
alternative site where its operations would not adversely affect the water supply 
of the District of Columbia. 

I respectfully request that you have an appropriate subcommittee of the 
Senate District of Columbia Committee investigate the steam-plant proposal at 
the earliest possible moment and that the subcommittee hold hearings to obtain 
the views of all interested officials including the Army engineers and appropriate 
health authorities. 


I have a strong conviction that the construction of the steam plant at the 
point proposed by the Potomac Electric Power Co. would be contrary to the 
public interest and would add greatly to the critical problem of obtaining an 
adequate water supply for the rapidly growing population of the Washington 
metropolitan area. For that reason, I request that further action on the steam- 
plant project be delayed until the subcommittee’s hearings and investigation have 
been concluded. 

With kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE Morse. 

Apparently as the result of that letter this subcommittee was 
appointed by Senator Neely and the me »mbers were notified by letter of 
their appointment. I will also read into the record a press release 
dated September 21, 1955, from the office of Senator Matthew M. Neely. 
| Reading : | 

Today Senator Matthew M. Neely, Democrat, West Virginia, chairman of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, announced the appointment of a special 
subcommittee to investigate the Potomac Electric Power Co.’s proposal to build 
an electric steam plant on the Potomac River in Loudoun County, Va. The com- 
mittee will be composed of Senator Wayne Morse, Democrat, Oregon, chairman ; 
Senator Pat McNamara, Democrat, Michigan, and Senator J. Glenn Beall, Re- 
publican, Maryland. 

Chairman Neely stated that he had received a request from Senator Morse 
to appoint a subcommittee to investigate the steam-plant proposal and that such 
committee hold hearings to obtain the views of all interested officials to de- 
iermine, among other things, what effect this installation would have on the 
water supply of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, before you proceed, I would like to 
say, for the record, that while I was not here when that letter was 
written I heartily concur in your writing the letter. While some of 
us may, in neighboring States, naturally, have some selfish interests, 
I do think that we are all agreed a definite shortage of water exists in 
the District of Columbia, and I think our first objective should be to 
see that these 850,000 to 900,000 people receive sufficient water, and 
that nothing be done to handicap or to retard the present water 
supply. 

As a matter of fact, we should be thinking now in terms of getting 
more water for the District of Columbia, rather than taking from 
it. 

I congratulate you on having sent the letter. I think it is timely 
that we go into all of the phases ‘of this project. 

Senator Morse. I simply want to say that I have received many 
protests and proposals and counterproposals on the matter. I do not 
know what the facts are. I know the best way to find the facts in a 
controversy such as this is to make an official record. That is why I 
asked for the appointment of a committee. I did not ask to be ap- 
pointed the chairman of the committee. That was a gratuitous ges- 
ture. I thank Senator Neely. 


PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 3 


I want to say that we are honored this morning in having seated 
ut our table, and I invite him to participate as though he were a mem- 
ber of the committee, the Congressman from Virginia, known to all 
of us as the Judge, Congressman Smith. I want you to feel perfectly 
free, Congressman Smith, at any time to ask questions of any wit- 
nesses, as though you were a member of this committee. You have 
all of the courtesies of this committee at. your disposal. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank youso much. Iam here merely as an observer. 
[ would like to know what is going on. 

Senator Beaty. Let me say that he has been a member of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee of the House ever since he has been in 
Congress, and that is a few years—a few years more than I have 
been here. 

Senator Morse. The first witness that I shall call is Gen. Thomas 
A. Lane, Engineer Commissioner of the District of Columbia. I 
understand he is to be accompanied by Mr. David V. Auld, Director, 
Department of Sanitary Engineering of the District of Columbia. 

W e are glad to see you, Commissioner. You have heard the letter 
that I read into the record, Commissioner Lane, explaining the back- 
ground of this hearing. On the basis of that introduction you are 
invited to proceed in your own way to discuss this matter. When 
you have finished then the committee will ask you such questions as 
they care to. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. THOMAS A. LANE, ENGINEER COMMISSIONER, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID V. AULD, 
DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


General Lanz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to proceed 
with an opening statement, on behalf of the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, and then I shall be glad to answer any 
other questions you may want to ask. 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have two principal 
interests in the public issues which have been raised with respect to 
the proposal to locate a new powerplant of the Potomac Electric Power 
Co. in Loudoun County, Va. On the one hand they have an interest 
in keeping the electric power rates in the District of Columbia low 
and therefore in keeping the operations of this utility company as 
efficient and economical as practicable. On the other hand, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia residents are dependent for their water supply upon 
the Potomac River above the District boundaries. They are concerned 
about the quality and cost of this water and the adequacy of the 
supply. They are further interested in general plans for the develop- 
ment of the Potomac River for flood control, recreation, and other 
uses. 

The specific problems related to the supply of water to the District 
of Columbia have been charged by the Congress to the Chief of Engi- 
neers, Therefore, the technical problems related to the water- supply 
problem will be presented to the committee by his representative. 
The problem of flood control, which has been brought home to us more 
forcefully through the ex erience of New England communities in 
the past summer, is a problem involving Federal policy and one on 
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which the representative of the Chief of Engineers will be prepared to 
advise this committee. 

The Commissioners would like to express the view that the develop- 
ment of the Potomac River Valley in the best interest of all of the 
citizens of the area is a matter of great importance to all local resi- 
dents and to our National Capital. The Potomac Electric Power Co. 
has a large stake in these future plans. We are confident that the 
immediate interest of the Potomac Electric Power Co. in securing the 
most efficient possible development of its plant can be reconciled with 
the community and national interest in sound long-range programs. 
We feel that one of the first requisites for the sound development of 
this river valley is the establishment of a firm, long-range Federal 
program; and we are therefore happy to see the interest being taken 
by this committee. We wish to assure you that all of the resources 
of our District of Columbia government will be available to assist 
you in exploring the problems related to this development. 

That is the general statement of policy which I think, Mr. Chair- 
man, is very much in line with your letter, as a matter of fact, in 
expressing our general interest. 

I know there are a great many people who wish to testify today, 
and there will be a great amount of technical data which will follow. I 
shall be glad to answer any questions that you may have at this time. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall 

Senator Bratt. General Lane, has the Corps of Engineers made a 
study of what effect or how much water would be used by the pro- 
posed powerplant ? 

General Lane. Yes; they have. 

Senator Beaty. Tell us for the record—I am familiar in a general 
way with it—just how a powerplant takes water out and returns it 
to the river, and what percentage comes back and in what condition 
that water comes back into the river ? 

General Lane. The question of free cooling water is a matter of 
considerable importance in the economy of a powerplant. I am sure 
that the representatives of the company will testify in detail on this 
measure, but the plant can also be operated with a small amount of 
water by providing their own circulation in the cooling of the water, 
reducing the draft on the river, but that increases the cost of the 
power operation, so that any power company locating a plant will 
always seek, if possible, a free cooling water. 

This cooling water is circulated “through the plant and cools the 
turbines, the equipment in the plant. It is isolated in this circulation 
from the remainder of the plant operation and comes back to the 
river just as water being circulated through an automobile radiator 
might be run through the engine and then discharged back into the 
radiator. 

So it has its own channels through the plant. Its temperature, of 
course, is raised markedly during the process. The only impurities 
that will be developed in any way would be due to the changes in the 
river water, the destruction of bacteria in the water, which might 
accumulate on the sides of the conduits. 

I think there would be no other contamination of any kind of which 
I am aware, although I feel we shall have more expert testimony on 
this during the course of your hearing. 
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Senator Beaty. The impurities could be cleared. When you purify 
the water through the regular channels that would be taken care of # 

General Lane. Yes; there would be no impurities introduced into 
it from the plant. 

Senator Bratt. What I was really thinking about, though, is when 
you take the water and heat it, and then you cool it, some of it will 
be vaporized and go off into space, would it not? The water would 
go into vapor when you are cooling it, would it not ? 

General Lane. I do not believe there would be any appreciable 
losses involved, because the temperature rise is not in that range. The 
water circulates through and cools the equipment. 

Senator Beat. There would be no appreciable amount that would 
go off into vapor ? 

General Lane. There is no appreciable loss of water in terms of 
quantity in the process, 

Senator Bratt. How long does it take water to go through a plant 
and then come back into the river and again be available for other 
purposes ¢ 

General Lane. I cannot tell you what the circulating time through 
the plant would be, but I would assume it would be a very short 
interval. We shall also have testimony today on the quantity used 
per day which is circulated through the plant. 

Senator Bratt. You would rather somebody else give that 
quantity ? 

General Lang. Yes. I would like to say on this, Senator, that the 
district engineer of the Corps of Engineers, who is a representative 
of the Chief of Engineers, charged with procuring the water supply 
for the District of Columbia and its environs, has engaged consultants 
who have gone into this matter in detail, and he is prepared to present 
their testimony this morning. I am aware of those studies, and have 
been briefed on them in a general way, but I would not want to take 
the time to testify on them in particular. 

Senator Bratt. Thatisall. Thank you. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Smith ? 

Mr. Smirx. No questions. 

Senator Morsr. General, have the District of Columbia Commis- 
sioners taken any position on this request of Pepco to build this 
plant? 

General Lane. The only position we took, we took at the time, 
I believe, of the zoning request and that was before the county com- 
missioners. We asked them to defer until this matter could be 
investigated. 

We have taken no position, Mr. Chairman, as to the suitability of 
their site, because the district engineer has been making studies, and 
has been in consultation with the company officials, and until their 
consideration was completed, that information placed before us, we 
did not feel that any official action should be taken. We felt that 
the differences could be reconciled and then agreement could be reached 
as to the proper location of the plant. 

Senator Morse. That material has yet to be officially put before 
the Commissioners ? 

General Lanz. That is correct; yes, sir. 
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I think the first presentation of these studies, outside of the dis- 
trict engineer's own office, will probably be made this morning to your 
committee, sir. 

Senator Morse. What position, can you tell us of your own know!l- 
edge, if any, the Public Utilities Commission of the District has 
taken on the Pepco application ? 

General Lane. Mr. Chairman, may I ask on that, is there a Utilities 
staff representative here today? Are you prepared to testify on that? 

Voice. The only information I have is the need for additional gen- 
erating facilities. 

General Lane. There is an application before the Public Utilities 
Commission, Mr. Chairman, for approval of the construction of a 
plant to increase the facilities of the company. 

So far as I am aware, no official action has been taken on that, and 
no advice to the company has been rendered on that. Is that correct, 
Mr. Dunn? 

Mr. James F. Renmuy. It is before the Public Utilities Commission 
at the present time. My name is James Francis Reilly. I am counsel 
for the company. We specifically asked the Public Utilities Com- 
mission to withhold any action until your committee had had this 
hearing. 

Senator Morse. I have been out of town. 

Mr. Reitty. I know you have. 

Senator Morse. I did not know what the present status of it was. 

Mr. Reruiy. I know that. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Auld, do you have anything that you wish to 
supplement ¢ 

Mr. Avuxp. I have some thoughts in the matter, but I would like 
to defer them until there has been an opportunity for the district 
engineer to present the technical data. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 

General Lane. Thank you. 

The next witness is Col. Ray Adams, district engineer. 

We are very glad to have you testify at this hearing, Colonel. You 
may proceed in your own way, subject to questions when you are 
finished. You are familiar with the general problem, the purpose 
of this hearing, and anything you can contribute to the hearing that 


you think will be of help to the committee will be very much appre- 
ciated. 


STATEMENT OF COL. RAY ADAMS, DISTRICT ENGINEER, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY SAMUEL T. FAVOR, ASSOCIATE AND MECHANICAL 
ENGINEER WITH CHAS. T. MAIN, INC., BOSTON, MASS.; DR. 
CHARLES E. RENN, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, BALTIMORE; 
BYRON BIRD, CHIEF, WATER SUPPLY DIVISION, WASHINGTON, 


D. C.; AND D. V. BIRRELL, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Colonel Apams. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, J 
have several members of my staff with me this morning, and also the 


consultants whom I have engaged. I would like to have them come 
to the table. 
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Senator Morse. We will be very glad to have you introduce them 
for the purpose of the record now. 

Colonel Apams. Mr. Byron Bird, Chief, Water Supply Division, 
W ashington, D. C. 

Senator Morse. We are glad to have you here. 

Colonel Apams. Mr. Favor, Samuel T. Favor, associate and me- 
chanical engineer in the firm of Chas. T. Main, Inc., and the head- 
quarters of that firm is Boston, Mass. Dr. Charles E. Renn, of Johns 
Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md., and Mr. D. V. Birrell, Chief, 
Engineering Division, W ashington, D. C. 

Senator Morse. We are very glad to have you gentlemen at this 
hearing. I will turn the presentation of your case over to Colonel 
Adams at this time. 

You may proceed. 

Colonel Apams. In the prepared statement which we have sub- 
mitted for the record, I have included, by way of background for the 
record, quite a bit of information on the legislative assignment of 

responsibilitigs and authorities, according to which the Corps of 
Engineers operate the Washington aqueduct, the delegation of the 
responsibility to the district engineer, Washington District. 

This is rather lengthy, and I would suggest, if the committee will 
permit, that I omit ‘the reading of this lengthy background and get 
into the part of the prepared statement that pertains more strictly to 
the problem at hand. 

Senator Morse. Proceed in your own way. 

Senator Beat, It may be made a part of the record / 

Senator Morse. The record will show that Colonel Adams’ entire 
statement is made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Col. Ray Adams, district engineer, 


follows :) 


STATEMENT By Cot. RAy ApDams, Districr ENGINEER, WASHINGTON DISTRICT, 
Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


(1) By way of background, I shall summarize the following matters which 
appear pertinent: 

(a) The legislative assignment of responsibilities and authorities according 
to which the Corps of Engineers operates the Washington aqueduct, and the 
delegation of the responsibility to the district engineer, Washington district. 

(b) The master plan and authority for capital outlay. 

(c) The relation between the Corps of Engineers and the District of Columbia 
government in the supply of water. 

(d) The size of the Washington aqueduct operation. 

(e) The character of the water treatment problem as it is today. 

(2) Legislation—(a) An act of the 3lst Congress, 1st session, approved Sep- 
tember 30, 1850, appropriated $500 to enable the War Department to make such 
examinations and surveys as necessary to determine the best and most avail- 
able mode of supplying the city of Washington with pure water, to prepare a 
plan and an estimate of cost, and to report to the Congress at its next session. 

(b) An act of the 32d Congress, 1st session, approved August 31, 1852, appro- 
priated $5,000 to enable the President of the United States to make the neces- 
sary surveys, projects, and estimates for determining the best means of affording 
the cities of Washington and Georgetown an unfailing and abundant supply of 
good and wholesome water. (Under the direction of the President, this work 
was done by the War Department.) 

(c) An act of the 32d Congress, 2d session, approved March 3, 1853, appro- 
priated $100,000 to be expended under the direction of the President of the 
United States for the purpose of bringing water to the city of Washington. 
(Under the authority of the President, the construction was done under the 
direction of an officer of the Corps of Engineers selected by the President. ) 
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(d) An act of the 35th Congress, 2d session, approved March 3, 1859, provided 
that the dams, aqueducts, water gates, reservoirs, and all fixtures and improve- 
ments connected therewith, which had been, or might thereafter be constructed 
by the United States should be placed by the President of the United States 
under the immediate care, management, and superintendence of a properly quali- 
fied officer of the United States Corps of Engineers to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent and that the officer would act under the Department of Interior. The act 
provided that the engineer officer would have full power and control over the 
waterworks and that his decision on all questions in connection with it would 
be subject only to appeal to the Secretary of the Interior. 

(e) An act of the 36th Congress, Ist session, approved June 25, 1860, appro- 
priated $500,000 to be expended according to the plans and estimates of Captain 
Meigs and under his superintendence. The act abolished the Office of Engineer 
of the Potomac Water Works and provided that the duties of that Office should 
thereafter be discharged by the Chief Engineer of the Washington aqueduct. 
(Captain Meigs was the officer appointed by the President under the act ap- 
proved March 3, 1859, and under the act of June 25, 1860, became Chief Engineer 
of the Washington Aqueduct. ) 

(f) A joint resolution of the Senate and House approved June 18, 1862 trans- 
ferred the supervision of the aqueduct from the War Department to the Depart- 
ment of Interior. 

(g) An act approved March 2, 1867, abolished the office of Commissioner of 
Public Buildings and provided that the Chief Engineer of the Army should per- 
form all the duties then required by law of the Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings and should also have the superintendence of the Washington aqueduct and 
all the public works and improvements of the Government of the United States 
in the District of Columbia unless otherwise provided by law. The super- 
intendence of the aqueduct has remained the responsibility of the Chief of 
Engineers under the provision of this act. 

(3) Delegation to the district engineer——The superintendence of Washington 
aqueduct was assigned to the district engineer by command of Brigadier General 
Gillespie, the Chief of Engineers, by a letter of October 6, 1903, addressed to 
Lt. Col. Alexander M. Miller, the district engineer, which by authority of the 
Secretary of War directed him to relieve Lt. Col. Charles J. Allen, CE, of the 
works in his charge together with money, property, and records pertaining there- 
to. Lieutenant Colonel Allen was at that time Chief Engineer of the Washing- 
ton aqueduct. 

(4) Authority for supplying water to Arlington and Falls Church.—Public 
Law No. 119, 69th Congress, authorized the Secretary of War (now Secretary 
of the Army), in his discretion and subject to the approval of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, upon the request of the Board of Supervisors or Arlington County, Va., 
to permit the delivery of water from the Federal water supply pumping station 
at the Dalecarlia Reservoir to the Arlington County Sanitary District, created 
by an act of the General Assembly of the State of Virginia, of March 15, 1922. 

Public Law 118, 80th Congress, 1st session, authorized the Secretary of War, 
in his discretion, on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, and the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, to permit 
the delivery of water to the town of Falls Church on request of the town council. 
The authorization includes the delivery of water to the town for furnishing 
adjacent areas as are now or shall hereafter be served by the town as well as 
serving the town itself. The act also extends the same authority to the Secretary 
to permit the delivery of water to any other competent State or local authority 
in the Washington metropolitan area in Virginia. Under the authority of this 
act, water is pumped from Dalecarlia to both Arlington County and Falls Church, 
and the area served includes some areas in Fairfax County adjacent to Falls 
Church which are served by the town. 

(5) Master plan and authority for capital expansion.—The master plan of 
capital expansion of the system and the authorization for the construction of 
planned facilities are contained in House Document No. 480, 79th Congress, 2d 
session. The plan and program contained in this document were based on com- 
prehensive studies and projections of population growth and per capita water 
consumption. The program of construction was developed to meet the water 
needs and at the same time be capable of being financed within the water reve- 
nues. Presently under construction, pursuant to House Document No. 480, are 
the Dalecarlia treated water pumping station; Little Falls diversion dam, and 
raw water intake and pumping station, and tunnel for the delivery of water to 
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Dalecarlia ; and an additional high level reservoir for which a contract has just 
been awarded. 

At this junction, a word about the Little Falls station is in order because it is 
particularly pertinent to the background in the problem at hand. For approxi 
mately 100 years water has been taken from the Potomac River at Great Falls, 
approximately 10 miles upstream of the District line. The water flows by 
gravity from Great Falls to Dalecarlia in two large conduits which lie under 
MacArthur Boulevard for a large portion of the way. One of these conduits 
is about 100 years old and the other was built in 1927. The capacity of the two 
conduits is not equal to the heaviest daily water consumption in summer months, 
and for several years supplementary water has been pumped from the C. & O. 
Canal near Dalecarlia in meeting the heaviest demands. The required annual 
maintenance of the conduits has been increasing significantly in recent years. 
We have no reserve to fall back on in the event a major failure should occur 
during the summer months, and we can foresee the time when maintenance costs 
will become excessive. With modern conditions it is more economical to con- 
struct a plant and pump from a nearby pumping station on the river than it would 
be to replace these gravity conduits. We, accordingly, placed the Little Falls 
station under construction in May 1955, with an initial firm capacity of 350 mil- 
lion gallons per day and an ultimate firm capacity of 500 million gallons per 
day. With the completion of this plant we will have a reserve capacity, and 
the capability of phasing out the gravity service when its maintenance becomes 
such that it will be cheaper to pump from Little Falls. Little Falls is approxi- 
mately 1 mile upstream of Chain Bridge and about 9 miles below Great Falls. 

(6) Relation between Washington aqueduct and the District of Columbia.— 
The overall water system of the District of Columbia and its environs may be 
considered to have two components—the supply component and the distribution 
component. The supply component is the Washington aqueduct, operated and 
controlled by the district engineer, Washington District, Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, Department 
of the Army. The distribution division is the Water Division of the District 
of Columbia government, operated and controlled by the Director of Sanitary Engi- 
neering, District of Columbia, under the supervision of the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia. The Washington aqueduct supplies treated 

vater to the District of Columbia at its Bryant Street pumping station and three 
high-level reservoirs. From these points onward the District of Columbia pumps 
and distributes the water. The Washington aqueduct pumps water directly to 
the Pentagon, Fort Myer, and Navy Department buildings in Arlington, Va. The 
Washington District, Corps of Engineers, budgets annually for operating and 
maintenance expenses and authorized capital expansion of the Washington aque- 
duct. This budget is coordinated with the District of Columbia government and, 
when agreed to, is incorporated into the District of Columbia budget for presen- 
tation to the Bureau of the Budget. Obligations and expenditures by the Wash- 
ington District for the Washington aqueduct are appropriated by the Congress 
and funded from the water revenues of the District of Columbia, which include 
payment by the Federal Government for service to Federal establishments 
whether served by the District of Columbia or directly by the Washington aque- 
duct. Very close continuing coordination is maintained between the office of 
the Engineer Commissioner of the District of Columbia and the Sanitary Division 
on the one hand, and the Washington District, Corps of Engineers, on the other 
in all matters pertaining to the Washington aqueduct. 

(7) Size of the aqueduct operations.—The operating expenses of the Wash- 
ington aqueduct have stayed very close to the round figure of $2 million per 
year during recent years. The aqueduct collects and treats 65 billion gallons 
of water per year. Its maximum day of supply, oceurring in 1953, was 265 
million gallons. 

(8) Character of water treatment problem at present.—The Potomac River at 
Great Falls cannot properly be called a heavily polluted stream at this time— 
and may I emphasize at this time. With the exception of wastes entering the 
Monocacy River below Frederick, there is no sizable pollutional load entering 
the Potomac between Harpers Ferry and Great Falls intakes. Thus, natural 
purification processes have the opportunity to lighten the effect of the upstream 
pollution. . Nevertheless, the quality of the raw water is not such as to permit 
laxity in the control of its treatment. Wide fluctuations in the number of coli- 
form organisms and in pollution by suspended matter, such as silt, occur fre- 
quently with changes in the river stage. An average of 4,000 bacteriological 
tests of samples are made per year; approximately 4,500 tests for turbidity, and 
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3,800 tests for alkaline content. In addition, the Water Division of the District 
of Columbia routinely analyzes approximately 3,500 samples per year taken from 
the distribution system. Continuing vigilance is exercised by the laboratory, all 
steps in the treatment of water are supervised 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
and key personnel are subject to call at any off-duty hours. 

I emphasized that I describe the condition of the river at this time. In 
recent months, there has been a marked increase in manifestation of pressure 
toward residential, commercial, and some Federal developments in the imme- 
diate watershed of the Potomac above the District of Columbia. This has come 
to our attention mainly through applications to the State water control agencies 
for permits for the construction of small sewage treatment plants. My office 
is also aware, of course, of plans for developments that are publicized in the 
press, and aware of the increase in population density moving toward this 
reach of the Potomac River. These factors, all put together, portend a future 
condition which causes us a great deal of concern when we realize that there is 
no plan on the books for any method of sewage disposal other than numerous 
small treatment plants discharging their effluent into the Potomac River above 
our Little Falls site and, we predict in the longer range, above Great Falls as 
well. Even though these effluents be treated so that they contain no direct 
public-health hazards, they are still rich in elements which are highly nutritional 
to aquatic plant growth. The plant growth in turn can easily create conditions of 
taste and odor of the water which are extremely hard to eliminate by water 
treatment. The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission, and the National Capital Regional Planning 
Council have taken great interest in this subject and the latter two have set 
up a joint subcommittee with this subject as its sole term of reference. I have 
placed considerable emphasis on this subject because sufficient enrichment of 
the river’s nutrition of aquatic plant growth can give us problems with higher 
temperatures, 

(9) Proposed Pepco plant in Loudoun County, Va.—The staff of the Washing- 
ton District brought news releases to my attention early in September announc- 
ing Pepco’s intention to build a steam powered electric generating plant on the 
Potomac River near Sugarland Run in Loudoun County, Va. The staff had 
queried Pepco’s existing plants and received information as to the flow of water 
used in cooling the turbine-exhaust condensers and the amount the temperature 
of the water was raised. This information, coupled with knowledge of difficul- 
ties experienced elsewhere with taste and odor problems in dealing with warm 
water, raised disturbing possibilities that the proposed plant would adversely 
affect the raw water supply. In a meeting on 9 September in which Pepco was 
represented by Mr. R. W. Wilson, vice president, and Mr. L. W. Cadwallader, 
chief engineer, it was agreed that technical data would be exchanged between the 
Washington District and the Potomae Electric Power Co. upon the basis of which 
firm conclusions could be reached regarding the effect of the plant on the quality 
of the river water as a use for municipal water supply. As quickly as possible my 
office assembled data from our records on the history of the river in terms of the 
amount of river flow and the temperatures of the river water. These data were 
forwarded to Mr. Cadwallader as soon as assembled. 

(10) Engagement of consultants.—During the interim, while Pepco engineers 
were preparing and assembling data to be furnished my office, I engaged the firm 
of Chas. T. Main, Inc., to review the Pepco data and perform extensive additional 
analyses relative to the effect the plant would have on the temperatures of the 
river water. This firm was selected because of its long experience and proven 
ability in steam powerplant design and in problems dealing with river flows. 
During this interim, I also engaged Dr. Chas. E. Renn of Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity to make the necessary investigations and provide his opinions and conclu- 
sions with respect to the effect the temperature changes would have on the con- 
dition of the water in terms of both bacteria and aquatic plant growth. The 
scope of Dr. Renn’s work includes the translation of these conclusions into pre- 
dictions regarding the problems of producing finished water that is both safe and 
palatable. His scope of work includes investigation into any other possible 
sources of pollution from the plant in connection with the disposal of ashes, the 
handling of coal and the possible discharge of chemical wastes. 

(11) Investigations made.—The chief engineer of Pepco delivered data to my 
office on October 11, in the form of a preliminary analysis of the heat balances in 
the entire thermal system of the proposed plant, which produced figures as to 
the volume of water that will flow from the river past the heat transfer coils 
of the condensers and back into the river and the amount the temperature of 
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this water will be raised above the prevailing river temperature. This data was 
immediately forwarded to Chas. T. Main, Inc., who have subsequently been en- 
gaged in its review and projection of the temperature change down stream from 
the plant under various conditions of river flow, dry bulb and wet bulb tempera- 
tures of the atmosphere, and relative humidities. Dr. Renn has been engaged 
in the collection of basic data from our plant records regarding the normal qual- 
ity of the river water under various conditions, and in research into various 
recognized works by other authorities and the application of this fund of infor- 
mation together with his own expert knowledge to a determination of the ultimate 
effect of the plant on the water treatment problem. My office has assisted in 
keeping Dr. Renn advised of preliminary findings of Chas. T. Main in order that 
he could keep his work integrated with theirs. 

(12) Major aspects of the problem.—I shall state briefly, and rather cate- 
gorically, the findings of our consultants and leave the more complete statements 
to be made by them directly. In addition, I shall present statements about two 
other aspects of the construction of a large plant in the proposed location. These 
are: (1) The probability of further industrialization of the immediate area with 
possible adverse effects which cannot be evaluated at this time, and; (2) the 
possible conflict between the proposed plant location and future requirements, 
now foreseen, for reservoir storage to provide adequate water supply for the 
District of Columbia and its environs. 

(1) Syllabus of findings as to temperature—Chas. T. Main agrees with 
Pepco that, for the 300,000-kilowatt-capacity plant which will be initially con- 
structed, 400 cubic feet per second of water will be taken from the river, passed 
through the condensers and returned to the river, and that the temperature of 
this 400 cubic feet per second of water will be raised 14° F. The firm has made 
extensive mathematical analyses of this effect on river temperatures between 
Pepco’s proposed location and our present Great Falls intakes; also between 
that point and our future Little Falls intakes. To summarize the findings of 
the firm, subject to minor variations up or down—if the water, that flows 
through the condensers and the water, that flows past the plant in the river- 
bed, mix completely just below the plant, the river at low flow will have its 
temperature increased 7.2° F. The temperature will decrease as the water flows 
downstream and will be in the order of 2° F. aboye normal river temperature 
for the day at Great Falls and in the order of 1° F. above normal at Little Falls. 
If the two flows of water do not mix, the right-hand half of the river at low 
flow will be 14° F. above normal just below the plant and the left-hand half 
will be at normal temperature. At Great Falls the water would be in the order 
of 2° F. above normal and about 1° F. at Little Falls. We know that two flows 
of water of different temperatures resist mixing, but we recognize that we have 
a rather turbulent stretch of around 6 miles in the total reach under considera- 
tion. The temperature environment of bacteria and aquatic plant growth be- 
tween the plant site and our water intakes would vary along the river from 
14° F. down to 1° F. above the concurrent normal temperature of the river. 
At low river stage the temperature at the consumer's tap will probably be from 
1° to 2° higher than it would otherwise have been. We have recorded tap 
temperatures as high as 87° F. on 8 days in July 1955. 

(14) Syllabus of findings as to bacterial, chemical, and aquatic plant prob- 
lems.—Dr. Renn finds that there will be no adverse bacterial effect resulting 
from the temperature increase; also that there will be no significant change in 
aquatie plantlife until there is marked increase in the organic content of water. 
An increase in the pollution load in the amount of two industrial plants of the 
size of plants in the Cumberland, Md., Piedmont, W. Va., area, engaged in manu- 
facturing processes which generate organic wastes, would supply organic nutri- 
tional matter for aquatic plantlife of sufficient amount to create serious taste 
and odor problems with the water. The industries would have to be within 
about 10 miles upstream of the Pepco plant. For residences to produce the same 
effect would require a population of about 1 million people with sewage treat- 
ment or about 200,000 without treatment. The warming of the water by the 
Pepco plant would aggravate the condition. The location of industrial plants 
on the river would raise another serious problem in the discharge of wastes 
containing sulfates, which in our Dalecarlia and MeMillan Reservoirs would 
reduce to sulfides, giving the water offensive odors and tastes that are very hard 
to remove. The warming of the water by the Pepeo plant would. not aggra- 
vate this condition. However, all industrial effects are pertinent to Pepco’s 
proposed site, in view of the company’s reported agreement with the land syndi- 
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cate to assist in gaining further industrial zoning. The prospect of further 
industrialization of the area is a very disturbing element. 

(15) Forecasted future water demands.—Pepco’s proposal to build on the site 
under consideration brings into focus a requirement of the Washington greater 
metropolitan area for watershed planning and development to preserve its capa- 
bility of meeting its future water requirements. Otherwise, when water storage 
becomes immediately essential the metropolitan area may find the storage areas 
built up and priced out of reach. The maximum daily water demand of Wash- 
ington Aqueduct occurred in September 1953 at 265 million gallons per day. 
The foundation of the master plan published in House Document 480 is the 
projection of future water demands based on estimated population growth and 
estimated increase in the per capita consumption of water. The 265 million 
gallons per day demand in 1953 was 25 million gallons per day in excess of the 
maximum demand we had projected for that year in House Document 480. The 
projection in that document for the year 1970 is 312 million gallons per day, in 
1985 334 million gallons per day, and in the year 2000 342 million gallons per 
day. These projections are on the assumption that no national emergency occurs 
in the intervening years. We estimate that an emergency comparable to World 
War I would increase the demand in 1970 by 77 million gallons per day and 
would increase the demand in years 1985 or 2000 by 85 million gallons per day. 
We have been informed by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission that 
that agency is studying the Potomac River and Seneca Creek as an additional 
source for 60 million gallons per day. According to its chief engineer, the 
demand on the river by about 1970-75 will be in the order of either 17 million 
gallons per day or 32 million gallons per day, depending on the scheme of dis- 
tribution adopted. We have assumed about 20 million gallons per day in 1970, 
increasing to 60 million gallons per day by 2000. Fairfax County, Va., is con- 
fronted with the requirement for a county system with a demand of 43 million 
gallons per day, which we believe will be furnished by the Potomac in one way or 
another. We assume that there will be a demand in the order of 15 million 
gallons per day by 1970. Rockville, Md., is looking toward the Potomac with 
interest for a supply of 3 million gallons per day, and Frederick, Md., for 7 mil- 
lion gallons per day. Supplemental irrigation has recently come into firm prac- 
tice in both Virginia and Maryland and is increasing by geometric proportions. 
sased upon data which we have been able to obtain, we estimate that approxi- 
mately 160 million gallons per day will be taken from the Potomac River above 
our intakes for this purpose by the year 1970. Forty-eight thousand acres of 
irrigated land in the basin, with two-thirds of it irrigated from the river and 
one-third from farm ponds and wells, will take this amount of water from the 
flow of the river.’ 

We must also consider pollution abatement in the reach of the river below 
Chain Bridge. If we have a repetition of the conditions of 1930 (in which year 
the flow of the river reached a low of 507 million gallons per day) with our 
present demands on the river, we will leave only about 240 million gallons per 
day to flow on down through the Chain Bridge, Key Bridge, Memorial Bridge 
reach of the river. This amount is entirely inadequate for purposes of pollution 
abatement and would allow accruals of suspended and floating matter to ebb 
and flow witb the tide in this reach. A condition such as this appears in- 
tolerable. I believe that in our planning we must, out of regard for the river 
condition below our intake, leave at least 1,000 cubic feet per second (which is 
650 million gallons per day) to flow down through this reach of the river in 
order to contribute at least the minimum toward flushing the stream. This 
amount would only prevent worsening the present condition. We cannot now 
provide this minimum in July and August in years when the flow of the river 
is below approximately 1,400 cubic feet per second during these months. The 
low flow in 1930 was 782 cubic feet per second. From the best projection that we 


‘From data contained in the publication, Maryland Guide for Sprinkler Irrigation Design, 
prepared by the Soil Conservation Service of the University of Maryland Agricultural 
Experiment Station, the Washington District, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
derived that 10.8 inches of water would be applied in a 60-day irrigation season. The 
district verified these results in discussion with engineers of the above-mentioned Soil 
Conservation Service. According to a pamphlet, Trends and Developments in Irrigation 
in Maryland, written by Prof. Luther B. Bohanan of Maryland University, about two-thirds 
of the land irrigated in the State uses water from rivers and creeks and one-third from 
ponds and wells. 

With land irrigated according to the above data, 100 acres will use 1 acre-foot of water 
per day; 200 acres will use 1 cubie foot of water per second: 300 acres will use 1 million 
gallons of water per day. 
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can make at this time, it appears that the requirements in 1970, without an inter- 
vening national emergency, for Washington Aqueduct, Washington Suburban 
Sanitary Commission, Fairfax County, Frederick, Rockville, supplemental irriga- 
tion and pollution abatement will be around 1,167 million gallons per day.’ 

It is now becoming apparent that our assumption in preparing the plan pub- 
lished in House Document 480 was unduly optimistic when we forecasted that 
impoundment of water in storage reservoirs would not be required before the 
year 2000. It appears probable now that this requirement may have to be met 
in the course of the next 15 years. We have made very quick preliminary 
studies of the storage pool that would be required to meet the water demands 
of Washington Aqueduct if a dam were constructed at the River Bend site just 
below Pepco’s proposed location. This was found to be the best site for a dam 
of all of the 14 sites that were studied by the Corps of Engineers in 1942, 1943, 
and 1944 in connection with comprehensive development of the Potomac River as 
a civil works project. The results of our studies to determine the water storage 
pool level can be considered only approximate because we geared our time allow- 
ance to the date set for this hearing. Our studies indicate that a storage pool at, 
roughly, elevation 213 would be required. However, when a dam is constructed, 
it must provide sufficient freeboard and headwater capacity above the storage 
pool level to store the backup of the largest flood that might possibly occur, 
and, of course, the spillway must be designed to pass such a flood. To meet 
these requirements, a dam at River Bend with a storage pool of 213 would 
have to provide for a design flood pool at, roughly, elevation 225. The elevation 
of the site proposed by Pepco is approximately 210 according to our information. 
Therefore, if the plant is built at this location, the use of the River Bend site 
for water supply will be denied to the metropolitan area, including Virginia and 
Maryland, because of the obvious impracticality of purchasing a $100 million 
installation and putting it out of service. From map reconnaissance made since 
this problem has arisen, there does not appear to be any feasible site for a dam 
between River Bend and Harpers Ferry. A dam at Harpers Ferry would pro- 
vide only about one-third of the storage required. To meet the future needs if 
the Pepco plant is built at the Sugarland Run site, it appears that it would be 
necessary to construct one or more dams on the tributaries of the Potomac. 
Since there would be other water users between such dams and the Washington 
Aqueduct intakes, it seems that such reservoirs should include other purposes in 
addition to water supply of the District of Columbia and its environs, and that 
the cost should be apportioned between the District of Columbia water fund and 
other beneficiaries. I want to state at this point that, inasmuch as I have not 
initiated any official action in regard to water storage, my remarks on the subject 
at this time only express the opinion of the district engineer and do not express 
a position of either the Corps of Engineers or the District of 
Government 

(16) Summary.—According to the findings of our consultants— 

(a) The location of two medium-sized industries discharging organic 
wastes within a 10-mile reach upstream of the Pepco site would support 
aquatic growth giving rise to serious problems of water taste and odor. 
The heat added to the water by the Pepco plant would aggravate this con- 
dition. 

(b) The location of industries above our intakes discharging sulfates into 
the river would raise most difficult taste and odor problems which, how- 
ever would not be aggravated by the addition of heat at the Pepco site. 

For the above reasons, the prospect of further industrialization is a seriously 
objectionable feature of the proposed site. 


Columbia 





2 Water demands forecasted by the year 1970, of the users listed, in million gallons 
per day: 

Tn een ee ne et eee eons poulonae camapaaie iia 312 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission__. iliac deli, het eek end be 20 
I its el inte meri 15 
Peowwietns MG oo ek lat cated aha hb lta Lhe eb dkacreail indeed oad 7 
I, a lh titan carci it en lie icine bndrttactih hadhiitents ia heathens nite a 3 

Bc mek oan ericen on there ere creel cents parentos aves cw secon dhe 160 
Promeetnen «neni aks ois do i eb edie ns liniw ws Gioptdebbinds 5 i 650 

po FR BR Be 8 Re NE A Ee ee lene diticNatian Ey SOO 


(1,167 million gallons per day is equal to 1,805 cubic feet per second.) 


69600—55 


to 











14 PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 


The construction of a large, expensive installation in a low-lying plain of the 
immediate watershed, such as the proposed site, will give the District of Columbia 
and its environs a very perplexing problem in meeting its water requirements 
when storage becomes nec essary. 


(17) Presentation of consultants.—Mr. Samuel T. Favor, mechanical engineer, 
and associate in the firm of Chas. T. Main, Inc., is prepared to present the state- 
ment of the firm regarding the effects of the plant on river temperature. Dr. 
Charles E. Renn of Johns Hopkins University is prepared to present his state- 
ment relative to the bacterial, chemical, and plant growth aspects of the prob- 
lem. I have presented only the meager highlights of their findings. I respect- 
fully request that the committee now hear the statements of these two gentle- 
men, with Mr. Favor preceding. 

Colonel Apams. Covered in that is the responsibility assignment 
to the Chief of Engineer, the district engineer, and the authority 
for supplying water to Arlington and Falls Church, Va.; also, a 
rather complete presentation of the master plan and authority for 
capital expansion of the Washington aqueduct. 

In regard to the master plan, I would like to state that the master 
plan of capital expansion of the system and the authorization for the 
construction of planned facilities are contained in House Document 
No. 480, 79th Congress, 2d session. 

Under construction at this time, pursuant to that master plan, are 
5 projects, 1 of which is the Little Falls station, and inasmuch as it 
figures to a certain extent in later presentation, I will have a word 
about that at this time from my written statement. 

This station is located approximately 1 mile above Chain Bridge 
on the Potomac River and will, when completed, consist of a 14-foot 
diversion dam, a pumping system of an initial firm capacity of 350 
million gallons per day, and ultimately a firm capacity of 500 million 
gallons per day. 

The intake work and a water transporting tunnel from that site 
over to the reservoir at Dalecarlia treating plant. This will be the 
future raw-water supply of the aqueduct system. 

At present the water is taken from Little Falls and water is taken 
from Great Falls, which is approximately 10 miles upstream from the 
District line. 

This water flows by gravity from Great Falls to Dalecarlia in 
two large conduits which lie under MacArthur Boulevard for a larger 
portion | of the way. One of these conduits is about 100 years old, 
and the other was built in 1927. The capacity of the two conduits 
is not equal to the heaviest daily water consumption in the summer 
months, and for several years, supplementary water has been yumped 
from the C. and OQ. C anal, near Dalecarlia, in meeting the ree 
demands. 

The required annual maintenance of the conduits has been increasing 
significantly in recent years. We have no reserve to fall back on in 
the event a major failure should occur during the summer months, 
and we can foresee the time when maintenance costs will become ex- 
cessive. So with the completion of the Little Falls station, which 
was placed under construction in May 1955, we will have a reserve 
capacity and the capability of phasing out the gravity service when 
its maintenance becomes such that it will be cheaper to pump from 
Little Falls. 

Briefly, the relation between the Washington aqueduct and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is that the Washington ‘aqueduct , operated by the 
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Corps of Engineers, collects, purifies, and treats water for the District 
of Columbia and its environs, and pumps water where it is delivered 
to the District of Columbia, to the District’s Bryant Street plant, and 
three high-level reservoirs in the western part of the city. 

From there on the District of Columbia government pumps and 
distributes the water. The Washington aqueduct pom water di- 
rectly to the Pentagon, Fort Myer command, and the Navy Depart- 
ment buildings in Arlington, Va. 

The aqueduct also pumps directly to Arlington County, and to 
Falls Church, Va., and those political subdivisions do the distribution 
pumping. 

The Washington District Corps of Engineers budgets annually for 
operating and maintenance expenses and authorized capital expan- 
sion of the Washington aqueduct. And this budget is coordinated 
with the District of Columbia government, and, when agreed to, is 
incorporated into the District of Columbia budget for presentation to 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

So obligations and expenditures of the Washington district for the 
Washington aqueduct are pursuant to congressional appropriations 
and funded from the water revenues of the District of Columbia. 

As a quick guide to the size of the aqueduct operations: The operat- 
ing expenses of the Washington aqueduct have stayed very close to 
the round figure of $2 million per year during recent years. 

The aqueduct collects and treats 65 billion gallons of water per year. 
And its maximum day of supply, occurring in 1953, was 265 million 
gallons. 

Senator Morse. May I interrupt at this point to ask your opinion 
as to approximately how soon you think it will be necessary to re ‘place 
the 100-year-old conduit that you now are using for the transmission 
of water into the District? 

Colonel Apams. Actually, the conduit we believe that will require 
replacement first, strangely enough, is the one completed in 1927. 
That is due to two conditions: One, the 100-year-old conduit was built 
at a time when it was economic: ally feasible to build with very heavy 
stone masonry and it is of very heavy stone masonry construction. 
The second reason is that it occupies the best line. 

The 1927 conduit had to take second best, where it is subject to a 
certain amount of subsidence, due to side-hill fills. 

That is pretty much of a guess, but in my opinion within some 
time, the next 10 to 15 years “it: will be necessary to abate the 1927 
conduit, because of the excessive maintenance costs. 

Senator Morse. The reason that I raise the question at this point 
is because of your figure in the sentence : 

The operating expenses of the Washington aqueduct have stayed very close 
to the round figure of $2 million per year during recent years. 

I thought we ought to have in the record an estimate, if you could 
make it, as to an increase in this amount that you expected in the near 
future because of any replacement of aqueducts in our conduits, et 
cetera, and I took it for granted that the 100-year-old conduit would 
probably be the first to go. 

I think it is a very interesting observation that that is not the case, 
but that the 1927 conduit will be the first one to go. 

If and when you have to replace the 1927 conduit, what would be 
the estimated cost? 
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Colonel Apams. Well, we will not replace the 1927 conduit, because 
when it becomes necessary to abate that conduit we will then take 
that amount of water, or the amount that is required by pumping 
from the Little Falls plant, which is now under construction. Under 
conditions as they are today it is more economical to build a plant on 
the river and pump, than it is to replace that long gravity conduit. 
We foresee no significant increase in operating expenses as a result 
of that. 

In regard to the character of water-treatment problem at present, 
the Potomac River at Great Falls cannot properly be called a heavily 
polluted stream at this time. And may I emphasize “at this time.’ 

Senator Morse. And “at Great Falls’—you would emphasize both, 
would you not—*“at this time” and “at Great Falls” 

Colonel Apams. I believe so. There is more Semiaticlite for pollu- 
tion to increase in the future below that. With the exception of 
wastes entering the Monocacy River below Frederic ‘k, there is ho 
sizable pollutional load entering the Potomac between Harpers Ferry 
and Great Falls intakes. Thus, natural purification processes have 
the opportunity to lighten the effect of the upstream pollution. Never- 
theless, the quality of the raw water is not such as to permit laxity in 
the control of its treatment. Wide fluctuations in the number of 
coliform organisms and in pollution by suspended matter, such as 
silt, occur frequently with changes in the river stage. An average of 
£,000 ae al tests of samples are made per year; approxi- 
mately 4,500 tests for turbidity, and 3,800 tests for alkaline content. 

Senator Morse. If you do not mind, just for clarification, will you 
make a definitive statement as to turbidity at this point in the record / 

Colonel Apams. Well, “turbidity” is the quality of having solids 
suspended in the water. It is mainly silt. So a measure of turbidity 
is a measure of the amount of fine suspended material that is contained 
in the water. The more turbid it is, the more cloudy it would look if 
you would hold it up in a test tube, for example. 

In addition, the Water Division of the District of Columbia rou- 
tinely analyzes approximately 3,350 samples per year taken from the 
distribution system. Continuing vigilance is exercised by the labora- 
tory, all steps in the treatment of water are supervised 24 hours a day, 

7 days a week, and key personnel are subject to call at any off-duty 
ii 

[ emphasized that I described the condition of the river at this 
time. In recent months there has been a marked increase in manifes- 
tation of pressure toward residential, commercial, and some Federal] 
developments in the immediate watershed of the Potomac above the 
District of Columbia. 

This has come to our attention mainly through applications to the 
State water-control agencies for permission for the construction of 
small sewage treatment plants, 

My office is also aware, of course, of plans that are publicized in 
the press, and aware of the increase in the population density moving 
toward this reach of the Potomac River. 

In regard to Federal establishments, those agencies have coordinated 
and consulted with the district engineer. I refer specifically to CIA 
and AEC, both of which are coordinating with us fully. 
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These factors, all put together, portend a future condition which 
causes a great deal of concern when we realize that there is no plan 
on the books for any method of sewage disposal other than numerous 
small-treatment plants discharging their efiluent into the Potomac 
River above our Little Falls site and, we predict in these longer 
ranges above Great Falls, as well. Even though these effluents be 
treated so that they contain no direct public health hazards, they are 
still rich in elements which are highly nutritional to aquatic plant 
growth. The plant growth in turn can easily create conditions of 
taste and odor in the water which are extremely hard to eliminate by 
water treatment. 

The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, the Nation- 
al Capital Planning Commission, and the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council have taken great interest in this subject and the 
latter two have set up a joint subcommittee with this subject as its 
<ole term of reference. 

I have placed considerable emphasis on this subject because suffi- 
ient enrichment of the river’s nutrition of aquatic plant growth 
an give us problems with higher temperatures. 

Senator Morse. Let’s pause there for a moment. Congressman 
Smith and Senator Beall, feel free to interrupt at any time. I want 
to go back to your comments on page 8, the bottom of your statement, 
vhere you say: 

Even though these effluents be treated so that they contain no direct public 
health hazards, they are still rich in elements which are highly nutritional to 
aquatic plant growth. 

As you know, the Senate District Committee has been very much 
interested in this whole problem of the Potomac River pollution. In 
fact, we now have that matter under consideration. It is my under- 
standing, as a member of that committee, that it does not necessarily 
follow that because there is established a sewage disposal treatment 
plant—it necessarily does not follow, I repeat, that that plant will 
so treat the sewage that it does not create a health hazard. 

Colonel Apams. I believe that is true, that it does not nec essarily 
follow that sewage treatment will completely eliminate public health 
hazards. 

There are many possibilities that have to be guarded against, par- 
ticularly with a small-treatment plant. The history of such plants 
shows that too often the capacity for which the plant was designed 
was not based upon a long enough look into the future, and very 
soon the plants become overloaded. And an overloaded plant is 
hazardous. 

Frequently, the superintendence of small plants is not as vigilant 
as it should be. And any of those factors can allow effluent to reach 
the river which contains harmful organisms. 

Senator Morse. That is the point that I want to dwell on for just 
a moment, because I think a year and a half ago, or 2 years ago, a 
subcommittee of our committee was taken on an inspection tour of 
the Potomac River. We were briefed rather extensively and inten- 
sively on the sewage dumping, and the program that is now being 
carried on in the river. 

We were advised that although you have sewage disposal treatment 
plants, they are of the so-called smaller type. When you have a con- 
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siderable number of them dumping their treated sewage into the river, 
where there is only a certain percentage of what they call effective 
treatment performed in these plants, that that accumulation from a 
series of small plants may very well result in a health hazard. Is that 
a correct briefing ¢ 

Colonel Apams. I would suggest that Dr. Renn, a bacteriologist, 
and professor of sanitary engineering, could testify on this partic ular 
point more expertly than I, if you would like to have his comment. 

Senator Morse. Would you like to do it now, or would you like to 
have us wait and to keep it in mind, and in his own right to testify 
later, so that I would not be interrupting you. 

Senator Beall suggests that it be done now. 

Dr. Renn. I think that the evaluation that has been given is essen- 
tially correct. The major hazard from effluent from small treatment 
plants, going into a relatively large river, would come from a lack 
of suitable control of the system. 

It is perfectly true that a small portion, a somewhat lower propor- 
tion than the total than the organic removal of that bacteria will come 
through. The essential act of the treatment plant is to reduce the 
effective size of the population. 

Senator Morse. By way of a hypothetical—you have to educate 
me—let us put it this way. Here we have river X that runs a certain 
volume of water. On river X you have small sewage disposal treat- 
ment plants A and B. They treat their sewage to a percentage—help 
me with the technicalities, shall I say of 60 or 70 percent effectiveness. 
Then the population increases along the riverbank and additional 
small sewage treatment plants C and D are added. 

When you put the disposal of the 4 plants into the river, do you 
run a risk, if the volume of the waterflow is not sufficient, of increasing 
the health hazard because of the fact that the percentage of the effec- 
tive treatment of the 4 plants now remaining, we will say, at 60 to T0 
percent is leaving from 30 to 40 percent of the sewage going into that 
river that is not, in effect, adequately treated. Is that a fair 
hypothetical ? 

Dr. Renn. Yes; but it should include two features that will happen 
along with it. 

First of all, before we have our four plants, it is very likely that 
plant A will be overloaded and that plant B will be instituted either 
through a separate growth, or through pressure. So that plant A 
is not delivering any waste that has ben 80 percent treated, but may 
be delivering 60 percent. 

The second qualification which is an inherent part of your hypo- 
thetical case is that when plants 1, 2, 3, and 4 have been stabilized, the 
natural purification capacity of the stream itself is not fully being 
utilized, because the plant will have different outfalls down the stream, 
but the intervals between one point of pollution and the second point 
has shortened. So we are not able to utilize the natural purification 
of the stream which we always consider in the design. 

Senator Morse. That is, for the most effective natural purification, 
we have to have a planning of the location of the sewage treatment 
plants, so that they are not located so close together, that the natural 
purifying qualities of the water then cannot effectively work on the 
sewage. Is that your point? 

Dr. Renn. That is right. 
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Senator Morse. Therefore, I would be correct in saying that it is 
important, applying it now to the Potomac River, thinking ahead for 
decades before us, that we do some planning that will result at least 
in the location of our sewage treatment dispos: al plant at such a point 
that the volume of water in the Potomac will be adeqaute to naturally 
treat the sewage that the operation of the plants of itself does not 
take care of by way of destroying harmful bacteria. 

Dr. Renn. That is certainly essential. 

Senator Morse. Let me dwell on it just a little for clarity of the 
record. 

Would you say then, Dr. Renn, that those of us who have the re- 
sponsibility of doing what can be done legislatively to protect the 
health of the people in the Capital have an obligation to aim, at least 
in working out a sewage-disposal system, by whatever legislative 
medium we can, that will protect the health of the people living in 
this metropolitan area who are served by the Potomac River, so far 
as their sewage disposal is concerned ? 

Dr. Renn. Yes. It affects your own water supply. The possibility 
exists there. 

Senator Morse. As you know, there are a variety of proposals which 
are being tried to work out with Vi irginia and Maryland and the 
District of ( ‘olumbia, either by compact, or by some other arrange- 
ment, a cooperative program for the protection of the public health 
in all three areas, insofar as the dumping of sewage into the Potomac 
River is concerned, and insofar as the establishment of sew: ige-treat- 
ment plants is concerned. 

There is no secret about the position that I have taken on that. | 
would change it overnight if somebody showed me that the facts war- 
ranted a change, but my position in the Senate has been that the 
two States and the District of Columbia ought to try to get together 
on a joint program for the handling of the sewage that goes into the 
Potomac River, as well as the industrial waste. 

Mr. Smiru. You have in mind the Commission that is now func- 
tioning on that, known as the Potomac River Basin Commission. 
They are doing a good deal of the research and the work on it. 

Senator Morse. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Smrru. I doubt if they have very much authority. 

Senator Morse. That is the trouble. I offered a bill 2 years ago, I 
think, and we have had to revise it because we ran into that very 
legai problem as to the lack of legal authority. 

‘T am tentatively of the opinion that possibly our best approach 
would be by way of compacts. 

Mr. Siru. I think that you have a bill pending in the Senate 
now. 

Senator Morse. I have a revised bill pending in the Senate. 

Go ahead, Colonel Adams. 

Colonel Apams. On this subject of a plant for sewage disposal, last 
August in the Washington district, we called a meeting of rep- 
resentatives of the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River, the 
National Capita] Planning Commission, and the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council, to get the problem as we saw it from a 
Ww ater-supply viewpoint clearly before them. 
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And, as a result of that meeting, the National Regional Planning 
Council, the National Capital Planning Commission, have set up this 
joint committee with this subject as the sole term of reference. And 
the Interstate Commission is actively studying the problem. So I 
thought the committee would be interested in ‘those steps that have 
been taken. 

Senator Morse. We are interested in it. I think I can speak for the 
Senate committee because I know of no dissenting voice on it. Every 
member of our committee is of the opinion that we must do whatever 
the facts warrant in protecting the health of this area from pollution 
in the Potomac. 

A year and a half ago we were taken to a rather large area on the 
Potomac by the Sanitary Engineer, and he pointed out that below 
us—we were in a boat—was 12 feet of sludge, which came as some- 
what of a disturbing fact to the members of the committee. 

It was stated at that time that it is not known of any other river 
in the world, where you can find as large an area in the bed of that 
river, 12 feet of sludge. If those facts are true, and if what Dr. Renn 
has testified is true, which I am sure it is, as to the need of some plan- 
ning of so placing our plants that the natural purifying qualities of 
the water can go to work on sewage that is dumped into the river, with 
our seal ition in the area increasing by leaps and bounds each year, 
we cannot, in my personal judgment, longer ignore the problem of 
pollution i in the Potomac from the standpoint of health. 

Go ahead. 

Colonel Apams. At this point, I believe it would be useful to the 
committee members if they had pli iced before them a strip map which 
shows the location of Little Falls, Great Falls, and the proposed 
Potomac Electric Co. site. 

Senator Morse. That will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit No. 1” of this hearing, a strip map entitled “Washington 
and Environs, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Office of the 
District Engineer, Was hington District, Washington 25, D. C.” The 
map shows ‘the proposed Pepco area, proposed steam electric gener- 
ating plant, and other subtitles. 

(‘The strip map referred to is herewith inserted :) 

Colonel Apams. The staff of the Washington district brought news 
releases to my attention early in September announcing Pepco’s i in- 
tention to build a steam- powered generating plant on ‘the Potomac 
River near Sugarland Run in Loudoun C ounty, Va. The staff had 
queried Pepco’s existing plants and received information as to the 
flow of water used in cooling the turbine exhaust condensers and the 
amount the temperature of the water was raised. 

This information, coupled with knowledge of difficulties experi- 
enced elsewhere with taste and odor problems i in dealing with warm 
water, raised disturbing possibilities that the proposed “plant would 
adversely affect the raw-water supply. 

In a meeting on September 9, at which Pepco was represented by 
Mr. R. W. Wilson, vice president, and Mr. L. W. Cadwallader, chief 
engineer, it was agreed that technical data would be exchanged be- 
tween the Washington district and the Potomac Electric Power Co., 
upon the basis of which firm conclusions could be reached regarding 
the effect of the plant on the quality of the river water as a use for 
municipal water supply. 
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As quickly as possible my office assembled data from our records 
on the history of the river in terms of the amount of river flow and 
the temperature of the river water. These data were forwarded to 
Mr. Cadwallader as soon as assembled. 

During the interim, while Pepco engineers were preparing and 
assembling data to be furnished my office, I engaged the firm of 
Chas. T. Main, Inc., to review the Pepco data and perform extensive 
additional analyses ‘relative to the effect the plant would have on the 
tempe rature of the river water. 

This firm was selected because of its long experience and proven 
ability in steam-powered plant design, and in problems dealing with 
river flows. During this interim I also engaged Dr. Charles E. Renn 
of Johns Hopkins Univ ersity to make the necessary investigation and 
provide his opinions and conclusions with respect to the effect the 
temperature changes would have on the water in terms of bacteria 
and aquatic plant growth. 

The scope of Dr. Renn’s work includes the translation of these con- 
clusions into predictions regarding the problems of producing finished 
water that is both safe and palatable. His scope of work includes 
investigation into any other possible sources of pollution from the 
plant in connection with the disposal of ashes, the handling of coal, 
and the possible discharge of chemical wastes. 

The chief engineer of Pepco delivered data to my office on October 
11 in the form of a preliminary analysis of the heat balances in the 
entire thermal system of the proposed plant, which produced figures 
as to the volume of water that will flow from the river past the heat- 
transfer coils of the condensers, and back into the river, and the 
amount of the temperature of this water will be raised above the pre- 
vailing river temperature. 

These data were immediately forwarded to Chas. T. Main, Inc., 
who have subsequently been engaged in its review and projection 
of the temperature change downstream from the plant under various 
conditions of river flow, dry bulb and wet bulb temperatures of the 
atmosphere, and relative humidities. 

Dr. Renn has been engaged in the collection of basic data from our 
plant records regarding the normal quality of the river water under 

various conditions, and in research into various recognized works by 
other authorities, and the application of this fund of information, 
together with his own expert knowledge, to a determination of the 
ultimate effect of the plant on the water-treatment problem. 

My office has assisted in keeping Dr. Renn advised of the preliminary 
findings of Chas. T. Main, Inc., in order that he could keep his work 
integrated with theirs. 

I shall state briefly, and rather categorically, the findings of our 
consultants and leave the more complete statements to be made by 
them directly. In addition, I shall present statements about two 
other aspects of the construction of a large plant in the proposed 
location. 

These are: (1) The probability of further industrialization of the 
immediate area, with possible adverse effects which cannot be evalu- 
ated at this time; and (2) the possible conflict between the proposed 
plant location and further requirements now foreseen, for reservoir 
storage to provide adequate water supply for the District of Columbia 
and its environs. 











22 PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 


Chas. T. Main agrees with Pepco that, for the 300,000-kilowatt 
capacity plant which will be initially constructed, 400 cubic feet per 
second of water will be taken from the river, passed through the con- 
densers, and returned to the river, and that the temperature of this 
100 cubic feet per second of water will be raised 14° F. 

The firm has made extensive mathematical analyses of this effect 
on river temperatures between Pepco’s proposed location and our 
present Great Falls intakes; also between that point and our future 
Little Falls intakes. 

To summarize the findings of the firm, subject to minor variations 
upward or downward—the water that flows through the condensers, 
and the water that flows past the plant in the riverbed mix completely 
just below the plant, the river at low flow will have its temperaure 
increased 7.2° F. The temperature will decrease as the water flows 
downstream, and will be in the order of 2° F. above normal river 
temperature for the day at Great Falls, and in the order of 1° F, 
above normal at Little Falls. 

If the two flows of water do not mix, the right-hand half of the river 
at low flow will be 14° F. above normal just below the plant, and the 
left-hand half will be at normal temperature. At Great Falls the 
water should be in the order of 2° F. above the normal, and about 
1° F. at Little Falls. 

We know that two flows of water of different temperature resist mix- 
ing, but we recognize that we have a rather turbulent stretch of 
around 6 miles in the total reach under consideration. The tempera- 
ture environment of bacteria and aquatic plant growth between the 
plant site and our water intakes would vary along the river from 
14° F. down to 1° F. above the concurrent normal temperature of 
the river. 

At low river stage, the temperature at the consumer’s tap will prob- 
ably be from 1° to 2° higher than it would otherwise have been. 
We have recorded tap temperatures as high as 87° F. on 3 days in 
July 1955. 

Dr. Renn finds that there will be no adverse bacterial effect result- 
ing from the temperature increase; also that there will be no signifi- 
cant change in aquatic plantlife until there is marked increase in the 
organic content of water. An increase in the pollution load in the 
amount of two industrial plants of the size of plants in the Cumber- 
land, Md., Piedmont, W. Va., area, engaged in manufacturing proc- 
esses which generate organic waste, would supply organic nutritional 
matter for aquatic plantlife of sufficient amount to create serious taste 
and odor problems with the water. 

The Sleniwis would have to be within about 10 miles upstream of 
the Pepeo plant. I would like to have that 10 to 15 miles upstream 
of the Pepeo plant instead of as stated—on the basis of the very latest 
information. 

For residences to produce the same effect would require a population 
of about 1 million people with sewage treatment, or about 200,000 
without treatment. The warming of the water by the Pepco plant 
would aggravate the condition. The location of industrial plants on 
the river would raise another serious problem in the discharge of 
waste containing sulfates, which in our Dalecarlia and McMillan 
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Reservoirs would reduce to sulfides, giving the water offensive odors 
and tastes that are very hard to remove. 

The warming of the water by the Pepeo plant would not aggravate 
this condition. I am speaking now of the sulfite condition. How- 
ever, all industrial effects are pertinent to Pepco’s proposed site in 
view of the company’s reported agreement with the land syndicate to 
ussist in gaining further industrial zoning. 

The prospect of further industrialization of the area is a very dis- 
turbing element. 

Pepco’s proposal to build on the site under consideration brings into 
focus a requirement of the Greater Washington Metropolitan Area 
tor Watershed Planning and Development to preserve its capability 
of meeting its future water requirements. 

Otherwise, when water storage becomes immediately essential, the 
metropolitan area may find the storage areas all built up and priced 
out of reach. The maximum daily water demand of Washington 
aqueduct oceurred in July 1953, at 265 million gallons per day. 

The foundation of the master plan published in House Document 
{80 is the projection of future water demands based on estimated 
population growth, and estimated increase in the per capita consump- 
tion of water. 

The 265 million gallons per day demand in 1953 was 25 millions 
per day in excess of the maximum demand we had projected for that 
vear in House Document 480. The projection in that document for 
the year 1970 is 312 million gallons per day. In 1985, it is 334 million 
per day, and in the year 2000, 342 million gallons per day. These 
projections are on the assumption that no national emergency occurs in 
the intervening years, 

We estimate that an emergency comparable to World War IT would 
increase the demand in 1970 by 77 million gallons per day, and would 

ncrease the demand in 1985 or 2000 by 85 million gallons per day. We 
have been informed by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commis- 
sion that that agency 1s studying the Potomac River at Seneca Creek, 
as an additional source for 60 million gallons of water per day. 
According to its chief engineer . the demand on the river by about 
1970-15 will be in the order of either 17 million gallons per day, or 

2 million gallons per day, depending on the scheme of distribution 
sdubhek 

We have assumed about 20 million gallons per day in 1970 increas- 
ing to 60 million gallons per day by 2000. 

Fairfax County, Va., is confronted with the requirement for a 
county system w ith a demand of 43 million gallons per day, which we 
believe will be furnished by the Potomac in one way or another. 

We assume that there will be a demand in the order of 15 million 

per day by 1970. 

Rockville, Md., is looking toward the Potomac with interest for a 
supply of 3 million gallons } per day, and Frederick, Md., for 7 million 
gallons a day. 

Supp emental irrigation has recently come into firm practice in 
both Virginia and Maryland and is increasing by a geometric propor- 
tion. Based upon data which we have been able to obtain, we esti- 
mate that approximately 160 million gallons per day will be taken 
from the Potomac River above our intakes for this purpose by the 
year 1970; 48,000 acres of irrigated land in the basin, with two-thirds 
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of it irrigated from the river and one-third from farm ponds and 
we ls. will take this amount of water from the flow of the river. 

| have footnoted the basis of this. 

From data contained in the publication, Maryland Guide ior 
Sprinkler Irrigation Design prepared by the soil conservation service 
of the University of Maryland Agricultural Experiment Station, the 
Washington District, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
derived that 10.8 inches of water would be applied in a 60-day irriga- 
tion season. The District verifies these results in a discussion with 
engineers of the above-mentioned soil-conservation service. 

According to a pamphlet Trends and Development in Irrigation 
In Maryland, written by Prof. Luther B. Bohanan, of Maryl: ind Uni- 
versity, about two-thirds of the land irrigated in the State uses water 
from rivers and creeks and one-third from ponds and wells. 

With land irrigated according to the above data: 100 acres will use 
| acre-foot of water per day; 200 acres will use 1 cubic foot of water 
per second; 300 acres will use 1 million gallons of water per day. 

We must also consider pollution abatement in the reach of the river 
below Chain Bridge. If we have a repetition of the condition of 
1930 (in which year the flow reached a low of 507 million gallons per 
day) with our present demands on the river, we will leave only about 
240 million gallons per day to flow on down through the Chain Bridge, 
Key Bridge, Memorial Bridge reach of the river. This amount is 
entirely inadequate for purposes of pollution abatement, and would 
allow accruals of suspended and floating matter to ebb and flow with 
the tide in this reach. 

A condition such as this appears intolerable. I believe that in our 
planning we must, out of regard for the river condition below our 
intake, leave at least 1,000 cubic feet per second (which is 650 million 
gallons per day) to flow down through this reach of the river in 
order to contribute at least the minimum toward flushing the stream. 

This amount would only prevent a worsening of the ) present con- 
dition. We cannot now provide this minimum in July and August 
in years when the flow of the river is below approximately 1,400 
cubic feet per second during these months. The low flow in 1930 
was 782 cubic feet per second. From the best projection that we 

can make at this time, it appears that the requirements in 1970, with- 
out an intervening national emergency, for Washington Aqueduct, 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Fairfax County, Rock- 
ville, supplemental irrigation and pollution abatement, will be around 
1,167 million gallons per day. 

It is now becoming apparent that our assumption in preparing the 
plan published in House Document 480 was unduly optimistic when 
+ forcasted that impoundment of water in storage reservoirs would 
not be required before the year 2000. It appears probable now that 
this requirement may have to be met in the course of the next 15 years. 

We have made very quick preliminary studies of the storage pool 
that would be required to meet the water demands of Washington 
aqueduct if a dam were constructed at the River Bend site, just 
_ below Pepco’s proposed location. This was found to be the best 
site for a dam of all of the 14 sites that were studied by the Corps 
of Engineers in 1942, 1948, 1944, in connection with qenguelentine 
development of the Potomac River as a civil works project. The 
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results of our studies to determine the water storage pool level can 
be considered only approximate because we geared our time allow- 
ance to the date set for this hearing. 

Our studies indicate that a storage pool at roughly elevation 213 
would be required. That is for the smgle purpose of meeting the 
water demands of the Washington aqueduct serving the District of 
Columbia and its environs. 

However, when a dam is constructed, it must provide sufficient 
free board and headwater capacity above the storage pool level to 
store the backup of the largest flood that might possibly occur, and, 
of course, the spillway must be designed to pass such a flood. 

To meet these requirements, a dam at River Bend, with a storage 
pool of 213 would have to provide for a designed flood pool at 
roughly elevation 225, 

The elevation of the site proposed by Pepco is approximately 210, 
according to our information. 

Therefore, if the plant is built at this location, the use of the River 
Bend site for water supply will be denied to the metropolitan area, 
including Virginia and Maryland, because of the obvious impractica- 
bility of purchasing a $100 million installation and putting it out 
of service. 

From map reconnaissance made since this problem has arisen, there 
does not seem to be any feasible site for a dam between River Bend 
and Harpers Ferry. A dam at Harpers Ferry would provide only 
about one-third of the storage required. To meet the future needs, 
if the Pepco plant is built at the Sugarland Run site, it appears that 
it would be necessary to construct one or more dams on the tribu- 
taries of the Potomac. 

Since there would be other water users between such dams and 
the Washington aqueduct intakes, it seems that such reservoirs should 
include other purposes in addition to water supply of the District of 
Columbia and its environs, and that the cost should be apportioned be- 
tween the District of Columbia water fund and other beneficiaries. 

I want to state at this point that inasmuch as I have not initiated 
any official action in regard to water storage, my remarks on the sub- 
ject at this time only express the opinion of the district engineer, and 
do not express a position of either the Corps of Engineers or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government. 

In summary : According to the findings of our consultants: 

(a) The loc ation of two medium-sized industries disc ‘harging 
organic waste within a 10 mile reach upstream of the Pepco site would 
support aquatic growth giving rise to serious problems of water taste 
and odor. The heat added to the water by the Pepeo plant would 
aggravate this condition. 

(6) The location of industries above our intakes discharging sul- 
fates into the river would raise most difficult taste and odor problems, 
which, however, would not be aggravated by the addition of heat at 
the Pepco site. 

For the above reasons, the prospect of further industrialization is 
a seriously objectionable feature of the proposed site. 

The construction of a large, extensive installation in a low-lying 
plain of the immediate ws atershed, such as the proposed site, will give 
the District of Columbia and its environs a very perplexing problem i in 
meeting its water requirements when stor age becomes necessary. 
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Senator Morse. The committee will now hear Mr. Favor and then 
yr. Renn and we will ask questions of the three. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL T. FAVOR, WITH CHAS. T. MAIN, INC., 
CHARLOTTE, N. C. 


Mr. Favor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we sum- 
marize our Report No. 1345-44-1, dated November 3, 1955, on the effect 
on the waters of the Potomac River of the Potomac Electric Power 
Co, steam-generating powerplant, proposed for construction in Lou- 
doun County, Va., as follows: 

This report investigates the residual temperatures that will be 
present at the Great Falls (river-mile 126.3) and Little Falls (river- 
mile 117.4) intakes of the District of Columbia water supplies on the 
Potomac River, if a steam-generating plant located near Tenfoot 
Island at river-mile 136.5 on the Potomac River uses river water for 
cooling water in the condensers. The steam plant is reported to be 
planned with an ultimate capacity of 600,000 kilowatts, consisting of 
four 150,000-kilowatt units with the first 2 units to be cooled by the 
river all the time, and the second 2 units to be cooled by cooling tower 
systems when the river flow is not sufficient to supply the required 
quantities. 

The residual temperatures for conditions when the river flow is less 
than 5,000 cubie feet per second and the river temperature is 80° F. 
or more at coincident times are considered the essence of the problem. 

A review of a report dated October i, 1955, submitted by the Potomac 
Electric Power Co. on this problem is included in the scope of this 
report. 

The data which we have used to prepare this report has been ob- 
tained from the district engineer’s staff and published Government 
records. We have inspected the river at significant points. 

Our studies of the recorded data indicate the following general 
trends: 

The coincidence of flows less than 5,000 cubic feet per second and 
river temperatures of 80° F. or above has occurred for periods of 
from 1 to 24 consecutive days during the last 14 years. The average 
yearly occurrence was 15 days during this 14-year period. 

We have noted that the existing river-water temperatures follow 
the daily average dry-bulb air temperatures very closely. This is un- 
doubtedly caused by the shallow water which tends to be heated 
rapidly by the sun and rocks during the daytime and cooled rapidly 
by the evaporation and long wave radiation at all times. The rela- 
tively large surface area to volume ratio during low flows accounts 
for the r apid changes in the existing temperatures as compared with 
those in a reservoir, lake, or other deep body of water. 

We believe the speed with which the existing river temperatures 
vary under existing weather conditions is very important as an indica- 
tion of the heat dissipation rate when the conditions become un- 
balanced. 

We have noted that differences of one or two degrees are very com- 
mon and, therefore, indicate that the natural leveling forces are slow 
at the smaller differential levels while the water temperature drops 
more rapidly when the differential is increased. 
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Our approach to the calculations for the rates of heat dissipation 
to be expected has been based on the following basic assumption: The 
unknown and variable amounts of heat being added to and subtracted 
from the river produce a relatively stable condition which results in 
the existing river temperature. Therefore, we have based all our 
calculations on determining the effect of the heat added by the con- 
densers only, since all other heat gains or losses are present in the 
existing conditions. 

As a result of our calculations, we have noted that varying the 
humidity does not materially change the effective rate for the added 
heat even though the total rate varies widely. 

All our calculations have been based on weather conditions with no 
wind. The rate of evaporation increases about 25 percent for each 
1 mile per hour of wind. The mean hourly wind in August, at the 
Washington Weather Bureau, is 5.7 miles per hour. 

The assumed coincidence of the maximum hourly conditions does 
not materially affect the results. 

From our calculations, we conclude that for the normal summer 
conditions, the rate of heat dissipation by evaporation is increased and 
the heat load per degree is less for the higher values of river tempera- 
ture at the source. Therefore, the residual temperature increase above 
normal at Great Falls will be just about the same for all flows between 
800 and 5,000 cubic feet per second at a constant heat load discharged 
from the powerplant. 

Our calculations indicate that it is very difficult to dissipate the 
last degree or two, particularly when the flow is high enough to absorb 
the entire heat load in a 1- or 2-degree rise at the source. 

When the dew point approaches the river temperature, no heat dis- 
sipation to speak of will take place by evaporation and any tempera- 
ture increase added at the plant will still be present at Great Falls. 
Since the dew point seldom goes above 77° F. and 82° F. is the maxi- 
mum, this condition should not occur when the river is above 85° F. 
Since this is the very humid condition which normally occurs when 
moisture is plentiful, we do not believe that this condition will be 
present cellans the drought conditions which cause the low flows. 

The total heat lost by the river is dissipated by several means, of 
which long-wave radiation and conducted sensible heat are the major 
methods in addition to the evaporation. We believe that between 10 
and 30 percent of the total heat dissipation will be by other means 
than evaporation. 

In conclusion our calculations indicate that during the summer 
months, when the river temperature is 80° F. or above from natural 
causes, the addition of the heat from the condensers of a 300,000- 
kilowatt generating plant at the lower end of Tenfoot Island (river 
mile 136.5) will result in a temperature increase above normal at the 
Great Falls intake of not more than 2° F. under the most adverse 
weather conditions, with river flows as low as 800 cubic feet per 
second. The corresponding residual increment present at the Little 
Falls intake would be 1° F. 

Since our calculations have been based on evaporation which is the 
major method of heat dissipation only and the most adverse combi- 
nations of weather conditions, we believe that the actual increase will 
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not be more than 1° at the Great Falls intake and not measurable at 
the Little Falls intake. 

There are certain weather conditions when the dew-point tempera- 
ture is about the same as the river temperature when very little, if 
any, heat dissipation will take place if there is no wind. Consequently 
practically all temperature increase at Tenfoot Island will be present 
at Great Falls and Little Falls. However, these conditions have 
occurred only when the river flow is high enough to make the tem- 
perature increase less than 1° at the source. 

The corresponding calculated increases at Great Falls and Little 
Falls for a 600,000-kilowatt generating plant would be 3° and 2°, 
respectively, with an expected actual increase of not more than 2° 
and 1°, respectively. 

The heat load to the river, indicated in the Potomac Electric Power 
Co.’s report, is in line with the best modern practice and probably 
can be adhered to within 5 percent variation. The magnitude of the 
quantities involved in this problem are such that even a 10-percent 
variation would not affect the practical results. 

The consumptive use of 3.4 cubic feet per second for such cooling 
tower capable of dissipating the heat from a 150,000-kilowatt unit, 
given in the Potomac Electric Power Co.’s report, is correct. The 
actual consumptive use, while using the river for cooling, will be 
somewhat less than this due to other dissipating methods than evap- 
oration which will reduce the total requirement. 

We believe that the statement by the Potomac Electric Power Co. 
in their report which states that they would, if it proved necessary, 
furnish cooling towers for all units of the station if the future con- 
sumptive use of the river for irrigation purposes reduces the flow, 
covers any problem of thermal pollution which might be present with 
flows reduced in the future. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Favor, you speak of this as a summary of your 
report No. 1345-44-1. Do you have the full report with you? 

Mr. Favor. Yes. 

Senator Morsr. May I see it for just a moment ? 

Mr. Favor. Yes. 

Senator Morse. It will be marked for purposes of identification as 
“Exhibit No. 2” in this hearing, a report entitled “Report on the Effect 
of the Proposed PEPCO Plant on Potomac River Temperatures,” by 
Chas. T. Main, Ine. 

(The document was marked as “Exhibit No. 2,” and will be found 
in the files of the committee.) 

Senator Morse. I shall now call on Dr. Charles E. Renn, of Johns 
Hopkins University, for his statement. We will then proceed with 
the examination of the three witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. RENN, PROFESSOR OF SANITARY 
ENGINEERING, THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, BALTIMORE, 
MD. 


Dr. Renn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have reviewed the tech- 
nical literature and other experience records pertinent to environ- 
mental changes that may be anticipated in the Potomac River water 
supply to the District of Columbia when power generating facilities 








PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 29 


projec ted by the Potomac Electrie Power Co. are placed in operation. 
The factors that I have examined include the relationships of 
rising yrs temperatures produced by waste heat discharge upon— 
the bacteriological and chemical quality of water to be 
cated 
2. the efficiencies of water treatment processes; and 
3. the potability of the treated water. 

In this analysis I have assumed that two conditions may prevail: 
That the projected power plant may be the only modifying mechanism, 
and that increased urban and industrial development may follow its 
establishment on the watershed near Washington. 

I have also considered the potential effects of several power indus- 
trial type wastes rising from steam-generated electric power opera- 
tions upon the quality of water av ailable to the District. These wastes 
include phenolic extractives from oil blanketed stored coal, acid and 
detergent cleaning agents, blow-down wastes, regeneration wastes 
from demineralization of m: ikeup waters, chlorides originating from 
chlorine desliming of heat exchanger surfaces, and salts leac hed from 
ash storage. 

The studies of Mr. 8S. T. Favor, of Chas. T. Main, Inc., show that 
substantial heating of the river at low flows will be limited to areas 
above the Great Falls intake and that the maximum temperature rise 
that may be expected at this point will be between 1 and 2 degrees 
Fahrenheit under special combinations of weather and river tempera- 
ture. The river temperatures in the upstream direction will rise as 
we approach the plant outfall, ultimately to discharge temperatures in 
the reaches above complete mixing. 

The principal effects of heating the river should show themselves 
in the waters before they reach the District’s reservoirs and treatment 
plants. We should also be concerned with changes that may be pro- 
jected with the flowing water. 

Effects of rising temperature upon bacteriological quality of water: 
Water serves as a mechanical medium for the transmittance of in- 
testinal disease; the micro-organisms associated with waterborne dis- 
eases do not multiply in natural waters. Special conditions provided 
by the human host and by rich laboratory nutrient media are required 
for their culture. Even in waters bearing wastes in excess of those 
carried by the Potomac above Washington’s intake points, disease- 
producing bacteria and parasites die off more rapidly than they can 
ibaa Fie Natural waters do not supply nutrients to maintain 
growth; the specialized requirements of parasites and pathogens can- 
not be met, and death follows the exhaustion of the stored energy car- 
ried by the starving cells. In addition, the competitive, antagonistic, 
und predatory action of water and soil bacteria, viruses, protozoa, and 
small bacteria-eating animals continuously reduce the less well adapted 
pathogenic population. 

All of the changes that destroy waterborne pathogenic organisms in 

natural waters are speeded up by rising temperatures. This has been 
demnoiiit ated both in laboratory experiments with pat and mixed 
populations of intestinal organisms and by field experience. Bac- 
terial pollution moves farther downstream in cold water than in warm 
water. All experience indicates that the population of intestinal 
bacteria and other parasites carried by the Potomac should decrease, 
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rather than increase, if the temperature of water above the intakes 
rises in the projected range. 

At the same time it is likely that the total population of harmless, 
natural waterborne bacteria will increase. This poses no serious 
problem in water quality or treatment operations. The populations 
of these forms normally fluctuate greatly with floods and drought. 
When water passes through the heat exchangers, it is to be expected 
that a fraction of the microscopic plant and animal life will be killed. 
The organic debris returned to the river in the warm effluent will be 
decomposed by a variety of bac teria and protozoa, and this conversion 
will be reflected by sudden rises in new pogelstions 

Other changes will follow which may be slight or significant, de- 
pending upon the state of the water. At present, waste loadings of the 
Potomac above the falls contain relatively few living micro-organisms 
and little decomposable organic matter. The changes that occur when 
this material is reorganized into new bacterial cells will require little 
oxygen, and this is readily supplied by regeneration. 

If progressive industrial and urban development on the nearby 
watershed enriches the water above the powerplant to levels that 
support large populations of algae, small animals and bacteria, the 
heat cate strophe in the plant’s exchangers will initiate rapid organic 
reconversion processes that project sudden high oxygen demands 
downstream. ‘These may be met in the shallow, well stirred river 
above the intake at Great Falls, but the rate at which oxygen can be 
supplied to the deeper, quiet, slowly exchanged waters of Dalecarlia 
Reservoir, for example, may be insufficient. 

It is common, too, in areas of heavy industrial development, to 
find that odor- and taste-producing blue-green algae form over- 
growths when heavily polluted waters are warmed. Most of the 
cases that have received attention represent slow-flowing, deeper 
streams. We should regard Washington’s water storage reservoirs as 
stagnant parts of the water system, in which increased accumulations 
of settleable or ganic materials form the practical limits to waste load- 
ings that may be tolerated in the river. 

The temperatures of waters at the point of treatment promise to 
be at levels close to those prevailing before power generating opera- 
tions. Some apprehensions may be alleviated by pointing out that 
temperature rise in the water is likely to make treatment more ef- 
ficient. Suspended impurities settle more rapidly during reservoir 
storage of warm water; alum flocculation is more eflective and chlorine 
disinfection more rapid at elevated temperatures; and filtration rates 
are higher in upper temperature ranges than in cold water. At the 
same time, a warm water that is safe to drink is less palatable than 
cold water. It is desirable for many reasons to deliver the coldest 
water that can be developed. 

Industrial type wastes produced by power generation : Steam power 
generating plants produce a variety of waste waters. A screening 
analysis of the magnitudes involved in the Potomac Electric Power 
Co.’s operations indicate that these w astes are either insignificant or 
manageable. Most prominent among the waste waters are the leach- 
ings from oil blanketed coal stores. These area potential source of un- 
ple sant chlorinous odors and tastes in the chlorine disinfected drink- 
ing water supply. Removal of these troublesome materials at the 
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water treatment plant will markedly increase the cost of water to the 
District. 

The refining industry and various cresol waste-producing indus- 
tries have suce essfully treated similar wastes before admitting them to 
the streams. On the other hand, it may prove practical to substitute 
other coal-pile coatings. The Potomac Electric Power Co. is aware 
of the waste problem posed by their fuel storage. We cannot assume 
that the problem does not exist because solutions are promising ; how- 
ever, it may prove necessary to establish defenses at the District's treat- 
ment plants. 

Before the plant is placed in operation, boilers must be cleaned, and 
acid detergents must be disposed of. This is a single treatment. Plans 
for dilution, or total removal of this waste, will depend upon a de- 
tailed analysis of the materials. 

The periodic regeneration of makeup water demineralizers will in- 
crease the sulfate content of the river at low flows (taken at 1,000 
cubie feet per second) by about 1.5 percent, raising the existing levels 
of approximately 30 parts per million sulfate by 0.44 parts per million. 
This is an insignificant change, but it assumed efficient operation and 
regulated discharge. 

Chlorides will be appreciably increased in the immediate area of 
discharge by cooling water chlorination. Over the 3 daily half-hour 
intervals of treatment, the chloride content at the point of mixing may 
rise to about 10 parts per million above present levels of 5 to 10 parts 
per million. These peaks will be spread during downstream flow so 
that clorides at Great Falls should approach average continuous levels 
of increase of about 0.6 parts per million. This is a physiologically 
insignificant change and will not alter the taste or odor of the water 

If phenolic wastes from future upstream industries enter the ¢ hlori 
nated stream or mix with waters containing chlorine residues from the 
powerplant outfall, odor and _taste- produci ing chlorphenols may be 
anticipated at Dalecarlia and below. The operations of a number of 
industries frequently make tangled. waste problems in the receiving 
waters. 

Fly ash storage leachings will be alkaline. If we assume the ex- 
treme case in which all of the caleium in the d: ily ash production is 
converted to calcium bicarbonate and carbonate in the Potomac River 
at summer flows of 1,000 cubic feet per second, very low flows, or eight- 
tenths percent of the time, it appears that the added hardness will be 
barely measurable—about 0.6 parts per million in a normal summer 
hardness background of 100 parts per million. In alkaline ash, it is 
unlikely that any added iron will be developed. 

It is important that the projected storage lagoons really function 
as settling and equalizing systems, and that they be secure against 
flood. The discharge of fly ash to the river produces a readily 
sloughed film whic h carries algal slimes and other adhering materials 
downstream in waves. Shock loads to the reservoir at Dalecarlia 
may be troublesome odor producers. 

There are no predictions that can be made with reliabilities satis- 
factory to engineers concerning the effects of rising, diverse waste 
loads in the plant area. These are certain to come, and the practical 
question is that of discovering the level of development at which we 
must add more treatment facilities to furnish acceptable water. Be- 
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fore this happens, there are certain to be incidents and occasions when 
even the most vigilant operation will not be able to catch pollutional 
waves that are projected downstream to the water plant. The rela- 
tively high sulfate content of Potomac River water makes the system 
sensitive to oxygen depletion in reservoir storage before treatment. 
When the organic load of the river goes up, as it must with industrial- 
ization and urban development of the watershed near Washington, 
there will be intervals in which hydrogen sulfide will appear in Dale- 
carlia and other storage areas. This will require drastic changes in 
operation and treatment, and the water will have unpopular days. 

Deterioration of river supplies takes place in step increments. My 
best projection is that we will have incidents of anaerobic, black, un- 
palatable water in Dalecarlia before a population equivalent of 200,000 
in the form of industrial wastes or untreated sewage is reached in the 
area 10 to 15 miles upstream from Great Falls. If the wastes are 
treated, a population and industrial development of, roughly, five 
times this level may be supported. Even with treatment, however, 
the inevitable fertilization of the stream will produce heavier growths 
of odor and taste-producing organisms. This estimate assumes that 
the shallow, broad riverbed has high self-purification capacity, and 
that the full waste load will not reach the water -storage reservoir. 
Pulses of suspended organic sludges will be projected into ‘this stor age. 
This unpredictable feature is the controlling condition that will make 
our present water treatment ineffective and obsolete. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much, Dr. Renn. 

Colonel Adams, do you have any other witnesses that you would 
like to present at this time ? 

Colonel Apams. No other witnesses. 

Senator Morse. Very well, we will proceed to ask some questions 
of the three of you. Do you have any questions Senator Beall ¢ 

Senator Braty. Not at this time. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Smith ? 

Mr. Smiru. No questions at this time. 

Senator Morse. I want to go back to your conclusions, first, Colonel 
Adams. In the light of the : testimony by Mr. Favor and Dr. Renn, 
let us dwell a moment on your summary (A): 
the location of two medium-sized industries discharging organic wastes, within 
a 10-mile reach upstream of the Pepco site, would support aquatie growth, giving 
rise to serious problems of water taste and odor. The heat added to the water 
by the Pepco plant would aggravate this condition. 

Am I correct in my conclusion from what Mr. Favor and Dr. Renn 
testified that the change in temperature at both Great Falls and Little 
Falls would not be sufficient to produce any organic growth that would 
in any way be a serious hazard to health if we could just assume that 
there would be no increase in the temperature of the river from any 
other plant, but would be limited entirely to the Pepeo plant? Is that 
a fair conclusion / 

Colonel Apams. I would not say that it is, no, because Mr. Favor’s 
very low degrees of change that he spoke of are at Great Falls and 
at Little Falls, but he finds, and it is shown in the curves in the full 
report, that just below the outfall of the cooling water used by the 
plant there would be 300,000 kilowatts at 14° F. of rise. So the phe- 
nomenon that Dr. Renn is considering has for its environment about 
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1 10-mile reach of the river in which you start off with a 14° increase 
ma then the temperature decreases on a curve a little more rapidly 
at first, and then leveling out as it gets down more closely to the normal 
temperature. And anything that would be affected by temperature 
would have to occur in this reach, and almost entirely in the upper 
portions of the reach, I would say something in the order of the upper 
third or so of the reach, if it is affected by temperature. 

Another thing that Dr. Renn has brought out is that plant growth 
algaes require food just like any other pl: int, and they require hydro- 
carbons for their food. And that there is not e nough organic content 
in the river at this time to support any significant growth « of algaes. 

So my conclusion (A) is based first on the addition of sufficient 
organic matter to aaa the food by the location of industries, dis- 
charging organic wastes. Whether or not there was any heat added 
to the water industries of that kind would give us an algae problem. 
The heat added to the water, we believe, would to some extent agera- 

vate the condition in furnishing a little better heat environment in 
the immediate area of the plant and for some 2 or 3 miles downstream 
for the growth of algae. 

I think the most significant thing about further industrialization 
is to what extent it may be coupled with the acquisition of that site. 

Senator Morss. d am going to come to that in a moment. I want 
you to take me by the hs and again and lead me back through this prob- 
lem of the effect on health hazards, and the effect. on the so-called 
odor and taste hazard, because as I listened to you gentlemen we have 
two problems so far as the effect on the quality of the water is 
concerned. 

We have the question as to whether or not the construction of this 
plant alone, leaving for a moment a dino ussion of other industrializa- 
tion, will raise the temperature of the river in this region of the river 
so as to create a health hazard at any point of the reach. 

As I understood Dr. Renn’s and Mr. Favor’s testimony, the increase 
in temperature at Little Falls and Great Falls will be somewhere be- 
tween 2° at Great Falls and 1° at Little Falls, and that change of 
temperature at those two points would not create any effect on the 
organisms of the river, so as to create a health hazard. Colonel Adams 
points out that for about one-third of that reach you are going to get 
temperature changes up to 14°, and that when you get a temperature 
change of that amount, then you produce changes in the organisms of 
the river, which might very well create not only an odor and taste 
problem, but a possible health problem. 

Is that a fair statement ? 

Colonel Apams. There will be no health hazard created under any 
of these conditions. We have found that there can be no increase as 
a result of the heat or any of these conditions on pathogenic bacteria. 

The pathogenics are the ones that cause diseases, the health hazards. 
So we can completely discount the health hazard aspect. 

Senator Morse. Good. I have that clear then. So far as the tem- 
perature change resulting in the development of any organisms that 
might be a threat to health we can eliminate consideration of that 
possibility / ¢ 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. But it is your testimony, Colonel Adams, that the 
increase in temperature, at least in a third of the reach of the river 
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would be sufficient so as to increase the plant growth and organic 
growth that would affect taste and odor? 

Colonel Apams. I would like to take that in two steps to be more 
definitive in this thing. With the other river conditions as they are 
today, there is not enough organic material in the water to support 
significant harmful plant growths. So with all other conditions in 
the river as they are today, considering the Pepco plant alone, the 
introduction of heat into the water will not create taste and odor 
problems. Therefore, with all other conditions as they are today, the 
Pepco plant alone will not give us any problems in w ater use, certainly 
no significant problems. 

Now, the next step is looking to the future. If there is a pollution 
load added above the Pepco plant, the equivalent of two medium sized 
industries engaged in manufacturing processes in which they discharge 
organic wastes, those wastes would then supply the plant food required 
and we would expect to have problems with algaes, a form of minute 
plant growth which, in turn, would give us taste and odor problems. 

With such industrialization, we would expect to have those problems 
with or without the Pepco plant. 

We believe that with those problems the heat dissipated into the 
river by the Pepco plant would aggravate the problem to some degree 
in the reach from the plant down the river to a point where the heat 
was dissipated so that it was no longer particularly significant. Now 
that, of course, introduces a differential between what we would have 
with the industrial wastes with or without the Pepco plant. And I do 
not believe that I can evaluate that differential in a very definitive 
form. 

If Dr. Renn can contribute further to that, I would like to have him 
do SO. 

Dr. Renn. The difference that you noted is perfectly correct but 
we have very blue-green algae in the supplies present. This is, in 
general, the group that gives us trouble with taste and odor. These 
appear when the water becomes highly enriched and, especially, when 
the water is hot. It can be very well under those conditions that they 
can breed. 

In a shallow river like the Potomac, most of these will be forms 
that attach themselves to the bottom, to rocks, so that the effect of 
local heating would be to produce an area of accelerated growth. If 
you flew over the area you could see this in warm water outfalls. They 
are marked early and late in the season by this coppery green color. 

In those cases, usually there is an organic component in the hot 
waste. In this way, it would be the organic components that would 
come from above. That effect would extend the growth season. It 
would start earlier and go later in the season. 

Senator Morse. Still holding myself to item A in Colonel Adams’ 
summary—and may I say, good naturedly, what is very clear to you 
professionals is not nee essarily clear to those of us who have to learn 
this as we go along. 

Devoting myself to item A in Colonel Adams’ summary, am I cor- 
rect in drawing this conclusion: If you could take this Pepco plant 
problem alone and if you could assume that it represents the only 
industrialization in this area in perpetuity, and if you could assume, 
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second, that population will remain constant in this area so that the 
only effect on the stream will be the operation of the Pepco plant and 
the heating of the water to the extent that that operation would heat 
it, with your substances in the stream remaining the same, there would 
be no effect either on taste and odor, or on the health quality of the 
water. 

That is a fair conclusion ? 

Dr. Renn. Yes. 

Senator Morse. All right, the next step. an ‘ver, if you assume, 
as Colonel Adams apparently assumes in item A, that you will have 
an increase in industrialization in the area equ: rf to two medium-sized 
industries discharging organic wastes within a 10-mile reach up- 
stream of the Pepco site, that such an additional factor would result 
in sufficient aquatic growth in the river to give serious rise to a prob- 
lem of t aste and odor, but not to health ¢ 

Dr. Renn. That is right. 

Senator Monee Therefore, the committee must give consideration 
to whatever further is put into this record as to what the industrializa- 
tion effect will be of starting an industry at this point on the river. 

That mvolves one of the assumptions, that is the problem that you 
gentlemen took into consideration in making the assumptions that you 
made in presenting your findings; is that correct ? 

Dr. Renn. Yes. 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. So that takes us into point B of your summary, 
that- 

The location of industries above our intakes discharging sulfates into the 
river would raise most difficult taste and odor problems which, however, would 
not be aggravated by the addition of heat at the Pepco site. 

Because of the aquatic growth that those additional plants upstream 
would produce in the river, then the heat produced by the Pepco oper- 
ation would have an effect on taste and odor? 

Colonel Apams. We believe that it would, by the route of aquatic 
growth only. 

Senator Morse. So that you draw the conclusion on page 19, of your 
written statement that the prospect of further industrialization is 
a serious matter to be considered in connection with this particular 
request for the construction of this plant, because of your assumption 
that as you start this industrial plant, it is to be expected that more 
will follow. In other words, an area will become an industrial zon- 
ing area? 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

And my concern with regard to this site is increased by the press 
reports, which included a quotation of Mr. Bissett, senior vice presi- 
dent of the company, indicating that the company had entered into 
certain agreements as part of their contract with the land syndicate, 
whereby they would cooperate fully with the syndicate in efforts to 
gain and implement industrial zoning of the remainder of the land 
held by the syndicate, which associates it more particularly with this 
site. 

Senator Morse. We will come to that matter later when we listen 
to the representatives of the company. ) 

Colonel Apams. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Morse. I would like to proceed here for a moment in the 
consideration of a hypothetical, based upon the assumption that 
the company is interested only in this one industrial plant. 

Colonel Apams. That is right. 

Senator Morse. And not in any other industrialization. 

This hypothetical raises this question: Is it your opinion that an 
industrialization at this reach of the Potomac River, by the estab- 
lishment of this kind of an industrial plant, in the course of ordinary 
operation of economic events, would be conducive to further in- 
dustrialization in that area? 

Colonel Apams. It is my opinion that it would be conducive to 
further industrialization, due to one source only, that is, that it re- 
quires railroad facilities to supply coal to the plant. 

And it would seem to me that the existence of a railroad line into 
an area would facilitate extension of spurs to serve other industries. 
However, there would, of course, be other sites for other industries 
where they could have spurs readily brought in off the railroad in 
other locations, but that is the only thing inherent in this that I could 
see that would cause other industries to follow in the wake of a power- 
plant, in case there might be some condition which would facilitate the 
provision of railroad service. 

Senator Morse. Would the building of railroad tracks to serve this 
plant or to get coal and other supplies to it, naturally increase the 
value of the surrounding property for industrial purposes, and de- 
crease it for residential purposes ? 

Colonel Apams. Well, it is my opinion that it would, to some degree. 

Senator Morse. It seems to me, as committee members, we have to 
deal with these possible conjectures and hypotheticals. A plant such 
as this, being a coal-burning plant—and I am strong, may I say, for the 
use of coal, and I am strong for the development of facilities that 
will give us coal-burning plants, since particularly on a recent visit 
to eastern Kentucky it disclosed 200,000 fellow Americans on surplus 
food relief, at the present time as we sit in this room. There are tens 
of thousands more in the State of Pennsylvania on surplus food relief. 
That is because of what has happened to the coal economy. In West 
Virginia, there are also thousands of surplus food relief miners. We 
have a coal problem. 

So the Senator from Oregon is anxious to do what can be done to 
help increase the use of coal. 

But we are confronted here with a specific proposal, according to 
our assumption, that raises the question as to whether or not the loca- 
tion of this industrial plant at this point will not tend to increase 
industrialization and make the property more valuable for industrial 
purposes and less valuable for residential purposes, if for no other 
reason than you do not operate these plants without chimneys—you do 
not operate them without the other physical characteristics of an 
industrial center. If you are buying a suburban home, you are going 
to be inclined to buy a situs where you do not look to a chimney, that 
is, an industrial chimney and a coal-burning smokestack. 

Is that not true? 

Colonel Apams. That would be my inclination, if I were buying a 
home. 

Senator Morsr. So you, in the preparation of your brief on this 
matter, proceeded on the assumption that we must take into account 
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the probability or possibility of this plant being the bellwether to 
further industrialization in the immediate area of the plant. 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. All right. 

Assuming for the sake of argument, then, will further industrializa- 
tion at this site of the proposed Pepco plant increase water problems 
for the District of Columbia in the years ahead ? 

Colonel Apams. It will. 

Senator Morss. Is it your argument and testimony that it may 
very well create problems in respect to, No. 1, a supply of water, and, 
No. 2, taste and odor, and conceivably, depending upon the nature of 
the industrialization, also health ¢ 

Colonel Apams. It is my opinion that it will raise serious problems 
in the supply and in taste and odor. I cannot see any problems which 
should not be capable of being solved as to the health hazards. 

[ am neither a chemist nor a bacteriologist, and I would presume 
that the water control agencies of the States would not permit wastes 
containing chemicals harmful to health, which could not be handled 
readily by treatment to be discharged into the river. 

As to the pathogenic bacteria, I would not anticipate any great 
problem. There again, I would assume that the control agencies 
would not permit raw, untreated sewage generated by the employees 
of the plant, at the plant, and by houses that grow up around the plant, 
to be just discharged into the river. 

I think we have to assume that sort of regulation by the proper 
State agency. 

Senator Morse. I will pause at this point. There are other inde- 
pendent cibshecte that I want to examine the witness on. 

Do you have a question ? 

Senator Bratz. Go ahead and finish with the witness. I have 
some suggestions. 

Senator Morsr. I thought that you might want to ask questions at 
this time. You may feel free to interrupt at this time. 

Mr. Surrx. I would like to supplement this a little bit by one ques- 
tion. 

Colonel Adams, your apprehension as to the future is related only 

) future industrialization of the area, further up the river? 

“4 ‘olonel Apams. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiru. And that danger exists, whether the Pepco plant goes 
there or does not go there ? 

Colonel Apams. I think it does, to a certain degree. 

Mr. Smirn. And do you not think that we can assume that when 
that danger arises that you will be having a similar hearing here to 
do something about it, to see that the water supply of W ashington i is 
not endanger red ? 

Colonel Apams. I would certainly hope that sort of interest would 
be taken. 

Mr. SmiruH. Certainly. That is all. 

Senator Morse. On that point, Colonel Adams, would you say that 
you are testifying today on this problem because you see this as the 
beginning step, if this plant is established, of an industrialization 


problem | in this area that may threaten the future supply of the Dis- 
trict water ? 
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Colonel Apams. I do look upon it as a beginning step. 

I think that inevitably some degree of industrialization would 
follow in the wake of the plant due to the change in the environment 
of the area, making adjoining land less desirable for residential 
development and the facilitation of railroad service that would be 
provided by the necessity of having railroad service into the power- 
plant. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, does it not naturally follow that 
when a railroad is built at large cost that the company is going to look 
for and encourage other industrial plants to come in there and utilize 
the facilities of the railroad after it is built? 

Colonel Apams. I should think that would be their inclination. 

Senator Brau. It is the natural thing to do. Perhaps it would 
not justify a railroad company or a private company building the 
spur in this vicinity now, but if this were built anyhow, they would 
use the full facilities of the siding or of the spur. 

Colonel Apams. I think that is a fair assumption. 

Senator Beau. And induce other industries to come there ¢ 

Colonel Apams. Yes. 

Senator Morse. On page 13, to emphasize the point in the record, 

you stated : 
However all industrial effects are pertinent to Pepco’s proposed site in view of 
the company’s reported agreement with the land syndicate to assist in gaining 
further industrial zoning. The prospect of further industrialization of the 
area is a very disturbing element. 

It is your testimony that the concern of yours over this being the 
first step in what may very well be an industrialization of this area 
and the effect of that on the future water supply of the District is the 
reason you are raising what amounts to a warning signal to us today ¢ 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

Senator Beaty, That naturally follows when you have a railroad in 
there. 

Senator Morse. Yes; I think that that is a very important factor 
that we must take into account in going over the whole project. 

Now I want to come, Colonel Adams, to what I understand to be 
your second main contention; namely, that you fear that the con- 
struction of the plant at this particular point will, over the years, re- 
sult in serious water-supply problems for the District of Columbia 
and other localities on both sides of the river dependent upon the 
Potomac River water for their water supply, because by the year 
2000, the Army engineers feel that some dams are going to be Saaded 
to be constructed for water -supply storage, including one at what you 
call the bend of the river. 

Colonel Apams. That is River Bend. 

Senator Morse. At River Bend. Is that a fair statement on my 
part ¢ 

Colonel Adams, It is except instead of the year 2000 we believe that 
the District of Columbia may be immediately confronted with this re- 


quirement by the year 1970. The figures that I quoted in my prepared 
statement were a 1970 projection. 


Senator Morse. You are correct. 
Colonel Apams. And I have a footnote on page 16. There is a re- 
cap of the water demands forecasted by the year 1970 of the users 
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listed in million gallons per day. We list Washington aqueduct at 
312 million gallons per day; the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Commission at 20 million gallons per day; Fairfax County, Va., at 
15 million gallons per day; Frederick, Md., at 7 million gallons per 
day ; Rockvi ille, Md., at 3 million gallons per day; and supplemental 
irrigation at 160 million gallons per day. And pollution abatement 
at 650 million gallons per day. 

And for a total of 1,167 millions per day. We believe that we have 
been conservative in that forecast. 

Senator Bratt. Mr, Chairman, he has not mentioned it, but I think 
it is well for the record to show that the colonel is conservative, be- 
cause Hagerstown, Md., contemplates drawing upon the river for 
additional supplies. 

Colonel Apams. That was not information that I had. I did not 
have that. 

Senator Morse. Bearing on that point, I call your attention to your 
statement at the top of page 16 that I want to examine you about. 
| Reading : | 

It is now becoming apparent that our assumption in preparing the plan pub- 
lished in House Document 480 was unduly optimistic when we forecasted that 
impoundment of water in storage reservoirs would not be required before the 
year 2000. It appears probable now that this requirement may have to be 
met in the course of the next 15 years. We have made very quick preliminary 
studies of the storage pool that would be required to meet the water demands of 
Washington aqueduct if a dam were constructed at the River Bend site just 
below Pepco’s proposed location. This was found to be the best site for a dam 
of all of the 14 sites that were studied by the Corps of Engineers in 1942, 1943, and 
1944 in connection with comprehensive development of the Potomac River as a 
civil-works project. The results of our studies to determine the water storage 
pool level can be considered only approximate because we geared our time 
allowance to the date set for this hearing. 

My question is this: If in 15 years it becomes necessary to build a 
dam somewhere for the storage of water to supply the District of 
Columbia, and these other localities with the water from the Potomac, 
you cannot build it at River Bend because of the Pepco plant, assum- 
ing that it is constructed in the meantime. Would the resulting cost 
to the District of Columbia in building a dam elsewhere in order to 
get the water storage be considerable ¢ 

Colonel Apams. The cost would be considerable. I am not pre- 
pared to testify as to the relative costs of building a dam at River 
Bend or building at some upstream point at this time, because we 
have not dev eloped our studies that far for water-supply purposes. 

Senator Morse. But it is your opinion that when such a study is 
prepared it will show that it would be considerably more than would 
be the case if you could build at River Bend ? 

Colonel Apams. I do not believe that I could support an opinion 
at this time that it would be considerably more. There are undesir- 
able features, however, in going upstream on one of the tributaries. 
By so doing control is lost of water use in the river between the dam 
and the water intakes of the District of Columbia. 

Also, a vast watershed area is made subject to pollution of the flows, 
whereas, I believe that there would be a little more natural self-puri- 
fication of the same pollution if it had to stand in a large reservoir. 

There is another difficulty in the regulation of reservoir discharges. 
If you have your reservoir several days flow time of the water up- 
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stream of your intakes, you have a great deal more guessing to do, 
you might say, as to whether to increase your releases or not. Ina 
dry period, in a period that has been dry where the waterflow is low. 
But with rains possibly threatening, you have got to make your deci- 
sion several days in advance. 

Whereas if your dam is close to your intake and you have only 15 
or 20 hours’ flow, you have less than a day to consider. And that will 
inevitably result in a considerable amount of water wastage. I under- 
stand in many reservoirs that is one factor in control that becomes 
very consequential with the amount of water that has to be stored to 
meet a given net requirement. 

Senator Morse. One or two more questions. Then I want to take 
up Report 480. 

Am I correct in my understanding that, if Pepco is allowed to build 
the plant at the site which it is requesting permission for, a subse- 
quent building of a dam for water-storage purposes at River Bend 
would flood out the Pepco plant and, therefore, it would be necessary 
for us to pay Pepco, that is, the Government, for the damage that 
would result therefrom / 

Colonel Apams. If it were located on the site in question, that is 
true. 

Senator Morse. The position of the Army engineers then is that the 
best site from an engineering standpoint, and for the purpose - ade- 
quate storage supply of water for the District of Columbia by the 
year 1970 is the River Bend site? 

Colonel Apams. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Senator Morse. Therefore, it follows that if Pepco is authorized 
to build at the site for which it has requested permission, we are, in 
effect, taking away from the District of Columbia an economical 
opportunity to build a dam at River Bend? 

Colonel Apams. That is true. 

Senator Morse. Is it fair to say that one of the reasons for your 
presenting the statement that you have today is because you think 
consideration should be given to the Army engineers’ comprehe nsive 

rogram for the development of the water-supply potentialities of the 
elec ac River for future generations of people living in this area 

Colonel Apams. Well, my reason for bringing this to your atten- 
tion today is that whether or not the comprehensive plan for the de- 
velopment of the Potomac Basin is implemented, the District of 
Columbia and its environs still face the necessity that it will be essen- 
tial that they store water in order to have an adequate supply by 
around the year 1970. 

And I think it is very important that the committee give considera- 
tion to the strong probability that its desirable storage area can be so 
deve ‘loped as to be priced completely out of reach, and the construction 
of the Pepco plant at this Loudoun County site would place an in- 
stallation in there that would cost something in the order of $100 mil- 
lion to buy, according to the present costs, and also there would be the 
problem of suddenly taking out of service at least 300,000, possibly 
more, kilowatts of electric capacity that by that time would be in 
service and integrated into the area. 

It is two problems, which in my opinion, would make it completely 
impracticable to give any consideration to acquiring the plant and 
using that reservoir site. 
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Senator Morse. Now you refer on page 17 to House Document 480, 
9th Congress. 

Colonel Apams. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. This is the report of the Chief of Engineers sub- 
mitted to the Congress back in 1946, is it / 

Colonel Apams. No, sir. House Document 480 is the report of the 
Chief of Engineers on the master plan of capital expansion of the 
Washington “Aqueduct to meet the water requirements of the District 
of Columbia. One correction: It was submitted jointly by the Corps 
of Engineers and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia Gov- 
ernment. And it constitutes the master plan and, also, the congres- 
sional authorization under which capital expansion of the Washing- 
ton Aqueduct is constructed. 

Senator Morse. That is where the recommendation was made for a 
dam at River Bend? 

Colonel Apams. No, there was no mention in House Document 480 
of that. House Document 480 projects the capital expansion require- 
ments up to the year 2000. And at the time that the House document 
was prepared it was the opinion of the Washington district and the 
District Commissioners that water storage would not be required by 
the year 2000. Therefore, there was nothing placed in the document 
pertaining to water storage. 

Senator Morse. Do you have a copy of Report 480 with you? 

Colonel Apams. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. I shall ask the clerk of the committee to produce 
for the committee a file copy of House Document 480, which will be 
marked as “Exhibit No. 3.” It is entitled “Adequate Future Water 
Supply for the District of Columbia, Metropolitan area, House Docu- 
ment 480.” 

(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 3” for the 
purposes of this hearing, and will be found in the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

Senator Morsr. Now, Colonel Adams, in 1946 the Chief of Engi- 
neers issued a report, did he not, on a preliminary examination and 
survey of the Potomac River and its tributaries / 

Colonel Apams. Yes, sir; that was published as House Document 
622, T9th Congress, 2d session. 

Senator Morse. That will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit No. 4,” a document numbered House Document 622, en- 
titled “Potomac River and Tributaries, Maryland, Virginia, West 
Virgimia, and Pennsylvania.” 

(The document was marked as “Exhibit No. 4,° and will be found 
in the files of the committee. ) 

Senator Morse. It is true, is it not, that House Document 622, which 
is the document my previous comment had in mind, was one that 
recommended a dam at River Bend ¢ 

Colonel Apams. That is true. 

Senator Morse. And it is House Document 622, in which the Army 
engineers set forth a series of recommendations for storage dams up 
the Potomac and its tributaries to protect the water supply of the area 
and to meet the supply needs of the future? 

Colonel Apams. That is correct. It was, and more specifically the 
distriet engineer, Washington District Corps of Engineers, and the 
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division engineer recommended a project consisting of 14 dams and 
reservoirs with the pertinent works. 

Senator Morse. Is it true that those recommendations were not 
dependent upon the building of the comprehensive plan in total, but 
could be built segment by segment as needs developed, starting, for 
example, with the stor age dam at River Bend / 

Colonel Apams. That is true. The recommendation of the district 
engineer and the division engineer was that the project be constructed 
over a period of about 20 years and that the initial project at River 

send site be authorized at an early date. 

Senator Morse. Does it follow from that statement that the engi- 
neers considered a storage dam at River Bend to be of great impor- 
tance to control of the water supply of the District area in the future? 

Colonel Apams. It not only follows that a reservoir at River Bend 
is considered very important from that viewpoint, but in the compre 
hensive development of the river this reservoir as well as the other 
reservoirs, also would serve the purpose of flood control by storing 
flood crests until they could be released more gradually. 

Senator Morse. That was the third general subject I was going to 
examine you on. I am perfectly willing to move into it now. 

My first was health and taste and odor ‘of the water resulting from 
temperature changes which we have already covered. The ‘second 
was this matter of protecting the future supply of water for the 
District and the other localities that are dependent upon that supply. 
The third is the effect that the location of the Pepco plant at this 
point might have on flood control programs of the future; you having 
mentioned it, we can dovetail it with the second point. 

My question is this: Would the building of the Pepco plant at this 
site and the automatic elimination of the dam at River Bend create 
problems for the engineers in respect to effective flood control ¢ 

Colonel Apams. It certainly would. The River Bend Reservoir in 
the 1946 report was the key reservoir of the entire 14 reservoir sys- 
tem. And taking a flood of the magnitude of 1936 for example, the 
River Bend Reservoir alone would reduce the flood crest 7.4 feet. 
And the entire project, including the other 13 dams, was 9.4 feet. 

So River Bend alone would take 7.4 feet off the 1936 flood crest. 

Senator Beaty. Without the other dams? 

Colonel Apams. Without the other dams. 

Senator Morse. Would the other dams, supplementing the River 
Bend Dam, reduce that crest further ? 

Colonel Apams. That would reduce it another 2 feet, to about 9.4 
feet. And the other dams then, of course, would provide or would 
relieve floods upstream above River Bend Dam, which would not be 
effected by the River Bend Dam alone. 

Senator Morse. Am I to understand that the proposed River Bend 
Dam is the key dam in the Army engineers’ flood-control program 
for the Potomac? 

Colonel Apams. It is. And it is the basic reservoir upon which 
the total economic development depends. I do not believe that with- 
out the River Bend Dam that a favorable benefit cost ratio could be 
shown for the comprehensive development. 

Senator Morse. Am I to understand then that the River Bend Dam, 
in the opinion of the Army engineers, is essential in the future both 
for flood control and water supply ? 
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Colonel Apams. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. Do you have available, or can you supply the com- 
mittee data which will show the financial losses to this area of the 
country, including losses to the District of Columbia and to Mary- 
land and Vir ginia from floods in the last half century ? 

Colonel ADAMS. I do not have the data immediately at my finger- 
tips, but I can supply it for the record. 

Senator Morse. For the record, Colonel Adams will supply a memo- 
randum which will be inserted at this point into the official record, 
setting forth the computation of the Army engineers as to the financial 
losses resulting from floods on the P otomac for the last half- century, 
if you have data which can go back that far. 

Colonel Apams. Very well. 

(The information is as follows :) 

The appended tabulation summarizes flood damages which have been reported 
in the Potomac River Basin since 1924 exclusive of those which occurred in the 
Anacostia River Basin, at Cumberland, Md., Ridgeley, W. Va., and at Bridge- 
water, Va., in which areas local flood protection works have been completed or 
are in process of construction. No consistent record of flood damages have been 
rec orded prior to 1924. 

The figures reported have not been adjusted for changes in price levels or for 
changed conditions due to increased developments in areas subject to flooding. 
The total recorded damages for these major floods is approximately $30 million 
and with allowances for such damages as occur annually from minor freshets, it 
is estimated that this total could be increased to $35 million. The average 
unadjusted annual average for the 31 years of observations would be approxi- 
mately $1,130,000. 

Total reported flood losses 


1936 1937 1942 1949 1954 1955 
Main Potomac $3, 365, 000 $10, 000 | $2, 319, 000 $100, 000 
North Branch -. 1, 135, 000 3, 500 188, 000 $1, 453, 000 440, 000 
South Branch 1, 283, 000 116, 000 | $6, 000, 000 114, 000 410, 000 
Shenandoah 341, 000 263, 000 2, 600, 000 
North Fork 694, 000 326, 000 
South Fork 579, 000 394, 000 3, 057, 000 
South River 237, 000 296, 000 
All other streams 2, 791, 000 483, 000 950, 000 
Total Potomac Basin, ex- 
clusive of the Anacostia 
Basin, Cumberland, 
Md., Ridgeley, W. Va., 
and Bridgewater, Va 10, 425, 000 13, 500 4, 385, 000 9, 057, 000 1, 567, 000 +, 500, 000 


Preliminary figure. 
Recapitulation 


Total Potomac Basin, exclusive of the Anacostia Basin, Cumberland, 
Md., Ridgeley, W. Va., and Bridgewater, Va. : 


a ae pie i Nn a Es - s $10, 425, 000 
ae a : oo 5 an : = ; 13. 500 
ee ee Lae ee Di ek ede : 4. 385, 000 
1949__- bs oh c od ae : ae 9, 057, 000 
rh ark be et i ec nee re sie on Dl 1, 567, 000 
PEND: Oa a Ea Ne tel Ne ea 4, 500, 000 

Total, all floods sinee 1924___ cs ‘ 129 947, 500 


‘Rounded to include minor floods and unreported damage, estimate $55,000,000 or an 
. $35,000,000 
average of 3] = $1,130,000 per year. 
Senator Morse. At this point for today’s hearing, can you give us 


any testimony as to losses of the 1936 flood ¢ 


igi le . 
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Colonel Apams. I would like to ask Mr. Birrell at this point if he 
can readily supply any indication to the committee from the report. 
Senator Morse. The hour being almost 12:30, we will recess until 
1:45 o'clock. 
We stand in recess. 
(Whereupon, at 12:30, a recess was had, to resume at 1:45 p. m 
the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Morse. The hearing will come to order. I understand 
that Mr. Birrell will now comment on the question that I had raised 
at the time of recess this morning relating to this matter of flood con- 
trol in relationship to the River Bend Dam and its effectiveness in 
checking floods or reducing their seriousness at least and anything 
that you have in regard to the savings that would result from the con- 
struction of the dam and anything else you wish to say about it. 


STATEMENT OF COL. RAY ADAMS, DISTRICT ENGINEER; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY SAMUEL T. FAVOR, ASSOCIATE, CHAS. T. MAIN, INC.; 
DR. CHARLES E. RENN, PROFESSOR OF SANITARY ENGINEERING 
AND WATER RESOURCES, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY; BYRON 
BIRD, CHIEF, WATER SUPPLY DIVISION, WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
D. V. BIRRELL, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, WASHINGTON 
DISTRICT—Resumed 


Mr. Brrrevy. To start out I think it is necessary to point out there 
s a flood protection project in the city of Washington which most of 
us may not be aware of, consisting of a levee extending from Wash- 
ington Monument to the Lincoln Memorial; 17th Street passes through 
this levee. During a flood emergency it would be necessary to erect 
temporary closure structures at 17th Street. That structure for floods 
up to 700,000 cubie feet per second would protect Government prop- 
erty which in 1945-46 was evaluated at $300 million. It was esti- 
mated at that time that flood damages in the amount of about $35 mil- 
lion were protected by this Washington flood-control levee. 

Outside of that levee along the Georgetown waterfront completely 
around to Anacostia, those areas consisting of commercial and resi- 
dential and other properties are subject to floods which are not other- 
side controlled and would be susceptible of control by a reservoir at 
River Bend. 

The average annual flood damages thus prevented would be as esti- 
mated in the report, $126,000 a year. 

We must consider, however, that the rise in the price level since 
this report was made has been in the ratio of about two and a half 
times. 

Senator Morse. For the purpose of identification let us state for 
the record the number of the document. 

Mr. Brrretz. This is House Document 622, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

Senator Morse. Thank you. 

Mr. Brrrewi. It has also been determined from our recent surveys 
resulting from the damages caused by the recent Hurricane Diane that 
homes now contain many more gadgets, washing machines, deep 
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freezes, electrical appliances of all kinds; merchants have much 
greater stocks on hand. In 1942 you will remember that was a war 
period, with critical shortages so that our surveys indicate that a 
repetition of those floods would be very much more disastrous than 
previously estimated. 

Asa matter of fact, the 1936 flood in the Potomac River Basin pro- 
duced $12 million of damages in all streams. The 1942 flood due to 
advance warnings and over protective measures which had been in- 
stituted following the 1936 flood, while the flood was approximately of 
the same intensity in many respects, the damages were limited to 
$1,442,000. The recent difficulty in the Diane flood which was com- 
paratively of little consequence m the Washington area we found pro- 
duced over $4 million in the Potomac above Washington. 

I think that would cover the extent of such information as I think 
you desire unless you have further information. 

Senator Morse. How much would the River Bend Dam cost ? 

Mr. Brrrett. The River Bend Dam in 1946 was estimated to cost 
$33 million. 

Senator Morsr. What would its life expectancy be? 

Mr. Birrewx. I beg your pardon ? 

Senator Morse. What would be its life expectancy ¢ 

Mr. Brrrevt. The life of such a structure physically would pos- 
sibly be as much as a hundred years or more. However, for economic 
considerations, for amortization of costs, the Corps of Engineers con- 
siders 50 years is a useful life. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall? 

Senator Brau,. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative Smira. No questions. 

Senator Morse. I have no questions to ask you at this particular 
point. 

I have a couple more of Colonel Adams. 

Colonel, do the recommendations set forth in House document 622 
for the development of the Potomac River and its tributaries still 
constitute the recommendations of the Army enginers ! 

Colonel Apams. Well, in the first place, the recommendations set 
forth in House Document 622 for the comprehensive development con- 
stituted only the recommendations of the district. engineer and the 
division engineer. The recommendations of the C hief of E ngineers 
are in accordance with the conclusions and recommendations of the 
Rivers and Harbors Board. 

The district engineer recommended the adoption of a project for 
the beneficial development of the water resources of the Potomac 
River and its tributaries consisting of 14 dams and reservoirs, trans- 
mission lines, and pertinent works at an estimated cost of $235,720,000, 
to be constructed over a period of about 20 years. 

Senator Morsr. At what page are those recommendations? 

Colonel Apams. I am reading that at page 9 of the document, in 
the syllabus, 

Over a period of about 20 years and the initial project in the com- 
prehensive plan at Riverbend as it had been authorized for con- 
struction at an early date was at an estimated cost of $31,700,000. 
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The district engineer's recommendations were as of 1944, which 
accounts for the difference between the $31,700,000 and the thirty- 
three-million-some-odd dollars that Mr. Birrell mentioned a minute 
ago, Which was the result of a rise in prices between 1944 and 1946. 

The district engineer also recommended the adoption of a flood- 
control project at Waynesboro, Va., at an estimated Federal cost of 
$1,431,000 subject to certain conditions of local cooperation; the 
modification of the existing flood-control project at Washington, D. C., 
at an estimated cost. of $244,000; the adoption of a project for the 
completion of the Savage River Dam at an estimated Federal cost of 
$980,000, subject to certain condition of local cooperation; and aban- 
donment of the existing flood-control projects at Moorefield, Harpers 
Ferry, and the Arlington Experimental Farm Extension project for 
Washington, D. C. 

The division engineer made the same recommendation. 

Senator Morse. Without objection it will be printed at this point 
in the record, following the statements just made by Colonel Adams, 
the material appearing in House Document 622 starting on page 9, 
the syllabus section, running through to the end of the first paragraph 
on page 12. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


SURVEY OF POTOMAC RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MARYLAND, 
VIRGINIA, WEST VIRGINIA, AND PENNSYLVANIA 


SYLLABUS 


“The district engineer finds the following: (a) That infrequent floods cause 
damage throughout the Potomac River Basin and that damage is especially 
Severe to cities and towns along the North Branch, to Waynesboro, Va., on the 
South River, and to Washington, D. C., on the Potomac River; (6b) that local 
flood-proteetion improvements at Waynesboro, Va., and modifications of the 
existing flood-control project at Washington, D. C., are warranted; (c) that local 
flood-protection works at other cities and towns throughout the basin are not 
warranted at this time with the exception of Cumberland, Md., for which a 
project has previously been authorized ; (d) that authorized flood-control projects 
at Moorefield and Harpers Ferry, W. Va., and the Arlington Experimental 
Farm section of the project at Washington are not justified and should be aban- 
doned ; (e) that reservoirs for flood control alone are not economically justified ; 
(f) that the partially constructed Savage River Dam should be completed; (g) 
that a comprehensive development of the water resources of the Potomac River 
Basin, consisting of 14 reservoir projects, is justified primarily for water power, 
but will be beneficial through coordinated operation in alleviating floods, abating 
pollution, bettering the water supply for Washington, and supplying needed 
additional recreational facilities : (h) that the first project in the orderly develop- 
ment of the comprehensive plan should be the Riverbend project, to be followed 
by the Chain Bridge and Bear Island projects; (7) that the anticipated growth of 
contiguous market areas will absorb the electrical output from the proposed 
comprehensive development in the reasonably near future. 

“The district engineer recomemnds: (a) The adoption of a project for the bene- 
ficial development of the water resources of the Potomac River and its tributaries 
consisting of 14 dams and reservoirs, transmission lines, and appurtenant works 
at an estimated cost of $235,720,000 to be constructed over a period of about 20 
years and that the initial project in the comprehensive plan at Riverbend site 
be authorized for construction at an early date at an estimated cost of $31,700,000 : 
(b) the adoption of a flood-control project at Waynesboro, Va., at an estimated 
Federal cost of $1,481,000 subject to certain conditions of local cooperation ; 
(¢) the modification of the existing flood-control project at Washington, D. C., 
at an estimated cost of $444,000; (d) the adoption of a project for the completion 
of the Savage River Dam at an estimated Federal cost of $980,000 subject to 
certain conditions of local cooperation; (e¢) abandonment of the existing flood- 
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control projects at Moorefield and Harpers Ferry, and of the Arlington experi- 
mental farm section of the project for Washington, D. C.” 


War DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED STATES ENGINEER OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., April 30,1944. 
Subject: Survey report on Potomac River and its tributaries. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army (through the division engineer, 
Middle Atlantic Division). 

1. Authority.—This survey report is submitted in compliance with the follow- 
ing authorizations : 

“(a) Public Act No. 555, 74th Congress, approved May 5, 1936, which provides: 
‘The Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to cause a 
preliminary examination to be made of the Potomac River and its tributaries, 
with a view to the control of its floods. * * * 

“(b) Public Act No. 738, 74th Congress, approved June 22, 1936, which pro- 
vides: ‘* * * Sec. 6. The Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed 
to cause preliminary examinations and surveys for flood control at the following- 
named localities, * * * Potomac River and tributaries. * * *’ 

“(e) Public Act No. 406, 75th Congress, approved August 28, 1937, which pro- 
vides: ** * * Src. 5. That section 6 of the Act (Public Act No. 738, 74th Cong. ) 
is hereby amended by adding to the list of localities at which preliminary 
examinations and surveys are authorized to be made the following names: * * * 
North Branch of the Potomac River and its tributaries in the vicinity of Keyser, 
West Virginia. * * *”” 

2. A preliminary examination report, covering flood control throughout the 
entire Potomac River Basin, was submitted in accordance with Public Acts Nos. 
555 and 738, 74th Congress, by the district engineer on June 15, 1937, and was 
forwarded by endorsement on August 2, 1937, by the division engineer, South 
Atlantie Division. After review of the preliminary examination report by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers authorized a 
survey of the Potomac River and its tributaries on October 1, 1937, requesting: 

“* * * that local surveys be made at the following localities: Maryland— 
Kitzmiller, Luke, Westernport, Bladensburg and vicinity, Hancock, and Williams- 
port; West Virginia—Piedmont, Keyser, Greenspring, Petersburg, and Paw Paw; 
Virginia—Waynesboro. 

“* * * that the adopted flood-control projects at the following localities be 
restudied with a view to determining what, if any, modifications therein are 
desirable; Cumberland, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va.; Moorefield, W. Va.; Harpers 
Ferry, W. Va.; and Washington and Anacostia, D. C. 

“* * * that further investigations be made of the possibilities of flood control 
on the North Branch of Potomac River by reservoirs, and of the reservoirs con- 
sidered in House Document 101, 73d Congress, Ist session, at Great Falls on 
the Potomac River, at Springfield on the South Branch, at Royal Glen at the 
forks of the South Branch, at Edes Fort and Capon Bridge on Great Cacapon 
River, and at Millville and Brocks Gap on the North Fork of Shenandoah River, 
consideration to be given to developments with and without power.” 

The preliminary examination and survey at the locality requested in Public 
Act No. 406, 75th Congress, have been combined with the two previous authoriza- 
tions and are included in the authorized survey for the entire Potomac River 
Basin. 

3. This survey report has been prepared under the above authorizations and 
in compliance with instructions from the Office, Chief of Engineers, on October 
29, 1942, which stated that: 

“* * * a comprehensive report on the beneficial development of the water 
resources of the Potomac River should be prepared * * *.”’ 

4. The Chief of Engineers on December 16, 1937, authorized the submission 
of an interim flood-control survey report on the Anacostia River, a tributary of 
the Potomac River, to complete partially the authorization for a survey of the 
Potomac River and tributaries, as requested in Public Act No. 738, 74th Congress, 
approved June 22, 1936. The district engineer submitted a report on July 31, 
1940, with the recommendation that a project be adopted for protection of 
Bladensburg, Md., and for that portion of Edmonston, Md., situated on the left 
bank of the Northeast Branch of the Anacostia River, and that uo further 
consideration be given to the protection of additional areas in the Anacostia 
Basin. The division engineer, South Atlantic Division, concurred on December 
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80, 1940. At the request of local interests, the interim report has not yet been 
submitted by the Chief of Engineers tu Congress, pending the completion of 
investigations by the National Capital Park and Planning Commission for a 
parkway between Washington and Baltimore, which would affect the proposed 
improvements. 

5. Scope of survey.—The present report covers the results of investigations 
for flood control along the Potomac River and its tributaries, exclusive of the 
localities along the Anacostia River. Consideration has been given to the 
economic justification of (a) local flood protection works for the municipalities 
named in the survey directive, except at Bladensburg and vicinity which was 
covered in the Anacostia interim report; (0) modifications of the existing flood- 
control projects, except at the Cumberland-Ridgeley area for which plans are 
being prepared under authorization of the adopted project; (c¢) construction 
of reservoirs for control of floods throughout the basin; and (d) the construction 
of a comprehensive system of reservoirs to develop the benficial water resources 
of the basin for modification of floods, generation of hydroelectric power, regula- 
tion of low-water flows for pollution abatement and water supply, recreation, 
and other benefits incidental thereto. 

6. Arrangement of report—The report is contained in volume 1, which is 
arranged under the following general headings: 

I. General features. 
Il. The flood problem. 
III. Flood control. 
IV. Comprehensive reservoir plan for water-control development. 
V. Diseussion. 
VI. Conclusions. 
VII. Recommendations. 
An appendix’ is included in volumes II, III, and IV, with general headings 
as follows: 
Volume IT: 
Section A. Description of reservoir projects. 
Section B. Hydrology. 
Section C. Flood losses and flood-control benefits. 
Section D. Local flood-protection schemes. 
Volume III: 
Section E. Water power. 
Section F. Pollution abatement. 
Section G. Geology. 
Section H. Soil analyses. 
Volume IV: 
Section I. Cost estimates—reservoir projects. 
Section J.. Water supply. 
Section K. Recreation. 
Section L. Savage River Dam. 

Sixty-six drawing,” relative to the report, are in a separate folio. 

7. Public agencics—A number of Federal, State, and local agencies are active 
in certain phases of the development of the water esources of the Potomac 
River Basin and have furnished valuable data for use in the preparation of this 
report. These agencies include the Federal Power Commission, United States 
Department of Agriculture, United States Geological Survey, United States 
Weather Bureau, United States Public Health Service, National Park Service, 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, the Upper Potomac River Com- 
mission, and the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin. 

8. The Upper Potomac River Commission, with headquarters at Cumberland, 
Md., was formed in 1935 by the State of Maryland. Its jurisdiction is confined 
to an area along the North Branch of the Potomac River, known as the upper 
Potomac River district which comprises Allegany County and a portion of Garrett 
County. The purpose of this commission is to construct and maintain dams and 
other structures to regulate the flow of water within that district. 

%. The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin was organized in 
1941 under authority of Congress, which resulted from a compact between the 
Commonwealths of Virginia and Pennsylvania, the States of Maryland and West 
Virginia, and the District of Columbia to control stream pollution. Its activities 
are confined to the Potomac Valley Conservancy District, comprising the entire 


1 Not printed 
2 Only pls. 1, 16, 18, and 28 are printed. 
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watershed of the Potomac River. The purpose of this Commission is to furnish 
to Federal and State authorities information on the status and effects of stream 
pollution, and to assist in the promulgation of legislation by the interested politi 
cal bodies for a uniform pollution control program which will conform with plans 
for the judicious development of the water resources of the basin. 

Colonel Apams. The Rivers and Harbors Board reported to the 
Chief of Engineers that local interests were notified of the conclu- 
sions and recommendations of the division engineer and were given an 
op portunity at a public hearing in Was shington, D. C., to express their 

iews with respect to the proposed plan of improveme nt. 

Those who spoke and presented information for the record were 
preponderantly opposed to the plan except for certain local flood- 
control works and the completion of the Savage River Dam. Resi- 
dents of the area objected to the construction of reservoirs because 
they would inundate valuable farmlands, interfere with the trans- 
portation systems and disrupt the economic life of the communities 

In view of the objections of local interests to reservoir construction 
in the basin, the Board is of the opinion that the comprehensive plan 
of improvement should not be approved at this time. That was in 
1946. 

But that provision should be made for the protection of Waynes- 
boro, Va., and Washington, D. C., by local flood-protection works, and 
the Board so recommended to the Chief of Engineers. 

The Chief of Engineers at that time in reporting to the Secretary 

f War stated that after careful consideration he concurred generally 
in the view of the Board and accordingly recommended the construc- 
tion of the local flood-protection works at W aynesboro, modification 
of the existing flood-control project for Washington, D. C., and aban- 
donment of existing flood-control projects for Moorefield, W. Va., and 
Harpers Ferry, W. Va. 

So only the Waynesboro, Va., and Washington, D. C., local flood- 
control projects went before the Bureau of the Budget or the Con- 
eress and only those were recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

I might say at this point further in response to your quest ion that 
we have altogether 10 open resolutions pertaining to the Potomac 
River and its tributaries, resolutions of the Public Works Committees 
of either the House or the Senate and one of those was a House Public 
Works Committee resolution approved 16th of August 1950. This 
resolution called on the Rivers and Harbors Board to review the 
report submitted in House Document 622 and prior parts with a view 
to determining whether the recommendations for flood control con- 
tained therein should be modified in any way at this time. 

I believe that we shall be able to work into our investigations pro- 
gram in my district this fiscal year a start or a pre liminary review 
of that report. 

The resolution does seem, together with the other nine resolutions 
pertaining to the Potomac Basin, seems to me to provide ample author- 
ity for about any degree of review of previous reports that may be 
hecessary. 

Senator Morse. I have two more questions. In view of the testi- 
mony you have just given, would you state what the status of the River 
Bend Dam proposal is as far as the Army engineers are concerned 
both at the district level and the level of the Chief of the Army 
Engineers ¢ 
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Tet me explain my question by saying that what I want the record 
to show is whether or not the Army engineers at the present time 
are of the professional opinion that the building of a dam at River 
Bend is essential for adequate flood-control protection and water sup- 
ply protection for this area in the years to come? 

Colonel Apams. As district engineer, I am of the opinion that the 
construction of such a reservoir is essential for both water supply and 
flood prevention in the years to come. Now I think I would sum- 
marize the status of that proposal in the following terms. We have 
the report worked up by the Washington District, printed in House 
Document 622, which contains all of the basic data needed at that 
time for a study of the report. 

And some fieldwork will be required to determine necessary modi- 
fications of basic data. A review is required because of changes in 
costs and changes in the values of benefits and certain other changes 
that may affect the benefit cost ratio. 

There has been changes in the value of power since 1944. 

That is the ratio of the value of power to construction costs. And 
I construe the resolution of the House Public Works Committee of 
August 1950, as an indication that the committee desires to look into 
this matter further to determine in its judgment whether or not this 
project should go forward. 

That is the reason we are called upon to make this restudy which 
we hope we can get some start on during this year. © 

Senator Morss. As to the Chief of Army Engineers, is there any 
documentation in existence that shows his present position on a dam 
at River Bend ¢ 

Colonel Apams. The present position of the Chief of Engineers? 

Senator Morse. That’s right. 

Colonel Apams. I know of no documentation that would show his 
position and I would doubt that he would take a position in other 
than general terms until he had the benefit of the restudy. 

Senator Morse. I should mark for the purpose of identification in 
the record as “Exhibit No. 5” the resolution just handed to me by 
Senator Beall and referred to by the witness. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, that is a resolution that the Con- 
gress adopted in 1950 that I sponsored. 

Senator Morsr. Yes: a resolution sponsored by Senator Beall when 
he was a Member of the House, dated July 27, 1950. 

It will be a part of the record. 

Senator Bratz. Only showing that 5 years ago we were cognizant 
with this situation. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Exuisit No. 5 
RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Department of Agriculture be, and is hereby, requested 
to review the reports on the Potomac River Drainage Basin, Virginia, West Vir- 
ginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania, submitted in House Document Number 265, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, first session, with a view to determining whether the 
recommendations contained therein should be modified in any way at this time. 
Adopted June 27, 1950. 

Attest: 
JosepH H. McGann, Clerk. 
Requested by Representative J. Glenn Beall. 
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Senator Morse. The clerk of the committee has just handed me a 

re with which I was not familiar made by Lt. Gen. S. D. Sturgis, 

, Chief of United States Engineers, made before the Ohio V alley 

ba ins Association, October 3, 1955, entitled “Water and the 

Nation’s Future,” in which there is found on page 7 of this copy the 
following paragraph. [ Reading:] 


In connection with stream pollution, which is a part of the overall water- 
supply problem, I might mention that it is a sad fact, but true, that the beautiful, 
historic Potomac in the Nation’s Capital is so polluted that it has been declared 
unsafe for swimming in the Washington area. This is not an exceptional case 
any more; it is becoming typical of streams in heavily populated areas through- 
out the country. 


Are you familiar with the contents of this speech / 

Colonel Apams. Yes, I am. 

Senator Morsr. The clerk suggested that it be made a part of the 
record and for what value it may prove to have in consideration by 
the committee, the Chair requests that it be made a part of the record 
but following the testimony of the witnesses. 7 will be identified 
as “Exhibit 6” in the record. Water and the Nation’s Future, a 
speech by Lt. Gen. S. D. Sturgis, Jr. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


ExHIsitT No. 6 


REMARKS BY LT. GEN. S. D. SturGis, Jr., CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES 
ARMY, BEFORE THE OHIO V ALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OFTIO, 
OCTOBER 3, 1955, ON WATER AND THE NATION’S FUTURE 


I was most happy to be able to attend the annual meeting of the Ohio Valley 
Improvement Association last year when fresh impetus was given its efforts, 
and it is highly gratifying to note today—a year later—that these efforts are 
snowballing in both spirit and results. 

On the first of next month I, and I am sure many of you, hope to be present 
at the groundbreaking for New Cumberland lock—an important step in the pro- 
gram for the long-needed modernization of the Ohio River Waterway. I do not 
need to explain to you gentlemen the details of this program nor the significance 
of the dedication since you were largely instrumental in bringing about the 
occasion, 

But as Oliver Wendell Holmes said, “It is not where we are that counts, but 
where we are headed.” Hence, as you take understandable satisfaction in the 
progress of your efforts on behalf of Ohio Valley navigation, it is well to call to 
mind the many problems still remaining as we survey the current situation of 
the valley with respect to water resources as a whole. The awful disaster that 
has just swept New England and adjacent regions has given us another warn- 
ing—another in a long and tragic series—that water resources must be dealt with 
comprehensively. 

The Ohio River historically has been one of the Nation’s great waterways, 
and the development of the Ohio Valley’s great industry and commerce has 
followed the development of the waterway. The Nation must continue with the 
development of its vitally important waterways, including the modernization 
program on the Ohio. 

The day after the groundbreaking at New Cumberland, some of us will go to 
Chicago to break ground on the long-awaited Calumet-Sag Channel, which at 
long last will effectively link the vast Mississippi Valley waterway system—in- 
cluding of course the Ohio—to the Great Lakes. This same year has seen the 
initiation of construction on the St. Lawrence seaway, and the closure of Gavins 
Point Dam, a key structure in regulating the flow of the Missouri River for 
navigation. Substantial progress has been made on the Warrior-Tombigbee 
and Missouri River programs; a great project for deepening the Delaware River 
(‘hannel has been authorized ; and work has begun on the closure of the Old River, 
a project vital to the maintenance of the channel of the lower Mississippi. These 
are all forward steps in the overall interrelated waterways program. 
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In all this activity the Ohio has maintained its historic position as one of 
America’s great arteries of commerce, one of the Big Three waterways in the 
biggest and busiest waterway system in the world. It carries more tonnage 
than any other American river—half again as much as the second-ranking Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway. The Ohio River Waterway has been a great asset to 
the Nation’s security and welfare as well as a wonderful economic investment 
for the American people. 

But, as important as navigation is to the Ohio Valley, its economic well-being 
is due in significant measure to other water-related factors—particularly to 
flood control and water supply. Periodically floods have swept down this valley 
which in a few days wiped out the gains of years. I need not remind you who 
were here in 1937 that flood control also is an absolute necessity for the economic 
well-being of this great Ohio Valley. 

Recently, as I visited the areas ravaged by the terrible floods in our North- 
eastern States which followed in the wake of Hurricane Diane, I received a 
firsthand picture of the latest tragic aftermath of the constant threat to life, 
industry, and commerce of rivers whose flood-control projects were started in 
the aftermath of disaster but were then left to languish until another deluge 
came. That was true in New England and very possibly it is just as true in the 
Ohio Valley today. In addition to causing the loss of over 200 lives with the 
attendant great human misery and suffering, the Diane flood in New England 
also caused physical damage to property far exceeding that of any previous flood 
in the history of our Nation. During each of the several visits I have made to 
the Northeast area since this catastrophe, I have been forcibly struck with the 
immensity of the human dislocation and the economic impact upon the region. 

In addition to the tragedy of human suffering and loss of life it must be 
remembered that virtually none of the flood damages incurred were insurable. 
So today, as is inevitable after every disastrous flood, there is much talk of 
flood insurance. If such a thing as flood insurance ever becomes feasble, it 
would make me happy indeed to know that some measure of monetary reimburse- 
ment for losses suffered by unprotected residents could be made after the 
damages are suffered. But even though flood insurance is proved to be eco- 
nomically feasible, it cannot replace lives, nor can it pay for human wretched- 
ness. Not many people would exchange their homes or businesses or jobs for 
silt, slime, wreckage, and despair even though paid for it. Hence, I should tell 
you frankly that I consider the best possible flood insurance our Nation’s resi- 
dents could have is an adequate flood-control program of projects—completed 
and in operation—for preventing the damage before it occurs. 

A good start was once made on the flood-control program for the Ohio Valley. 
I was here in those bustling days. The present program calls for 77 reservoirs, 
of which 33 have been built and 3 more are under construction; and 134 local 
protection projects, of which 48 have been completed and 11 more are under 
way. Despite the short time they have been in existence—an average of 8 
years—the works already built have prevented about $440 million in damages, 
as against their total first cost of $500 million. 

Yet we face the fact that the authorized Ohio Basin flood-control program as a 
whoie is dollarwise less than a third complete, that the valley is still far from 
adequately protected, and that the going seems to be getting progressively 
tougher. 

The valley is booming industrially and the increased value each year of this 
expanding economy increases the need for flood protection; at the same time it 
increases the problems and costs of acquiring land for reservoirs and for high- 
way and railroad relocations. 

This is not the first time that we of the corps have had to invite public atten- 
tion to disagreeable facts. In February 1951 I considered it my duty to voice 
some of them at a meeting of the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee. Here 
is what I said: 

“T believe it is dangerous for the people of the basin to permit the flood control 
and development program to lag to long. There is every reason to believe that 
nature will continue to act as she has in the past with respect to disastrous floods 
on the Missouri and its middle tributaries. It may be a year or it may be 25 
years but disaster will surely strike.” 

Within 5 months came the great Kansas River deluge in 1951; and a year 
after that came the greatest flood in the history of the Missouri. 

Again, in July 1955, Brig. Gen. Robert J. Fleming, Jr., our New England 
Division Engineer, at a meeting of the Connecticut Valley Flood Control Com- 
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mission and the assembled mayors of the cities of the Connecticut Valley, gave 
full warning of the hazards attending an incompleted program. He said that 
just as sure as he was standing there, there would be another major flood in 
Connecticut. Six short weeks later his words were made true in terrible fashion. 

No region is alone in this danger. In the entire United States, no major 
river-basin program is more than two-thirds complete; in fact, only one—the 
parent project on the lower Mississippi—is more than half complete. Of the $9 
billion worth of the so-called active projects—necessary and financially justified 
flood-control projects authorized by Congress—only $3.6 billion worth, or a little 
over one-third, have yet been built. Either the memory of man is very short or 
he has an abiding faith that the good Lord is only going to use one-third size 
floods in the future compared to those of the past. 

However, I hope you will not regard me as an alarmist. Rather, I would 
remind you that the Department of the Army, through its Corps of Engineers, 
has a grave responsibility imposed upon it by the Congress on flood-control mat- 
ters. As Chief of Engineers, I would be negligent in my duty if I did not point 
out the inadequacies of progress made to date in protecting this great valley 
from the deluges it will most surely receive in the future. These lagging flood- 
control programs must be accelerated locally, regionally, and nationally. 

And now I should like to turn to another but interrelated facet of your valley’s 
and the Nation’s growing water-resources problems—that of water supply. For, 
although it is true that navigation has contributed greatly to the economy of 
your valley, and flood control is necessary to safeguard it, it is also true that an 
assured, adequate supply of water for domestic and industrial use is absolutely 
necessary if the valley’s economy is to be sustained and further expanded. 

Some relief has already been afforded through Corps of Engineers projects. 
For example, during the drought of 2 years ago flood-control reservoirs on the 
upper tributaries of the Ohio provided flows in the Ohio and Mississippi for the 
corollary needs of domestic and industrial water supply and for navigation. 
Similarly, 2 reservoirs on the Missouri alone provided 75 percent of the flow at 
Omaha and about a third of the total flow of the Mississippi at St. Louis. In 
fact, in the fall of 1953 Army engineer reservoirs provided 75 to 90 percent of 
the flow in various reaches of the entire Mississippi River system. 

These facts all point up the interrelationship of all water resources problems 
and emphasize the necessity for coordinated, comprehensive water resources 
planning. They also emphasize the necessity, in the Ohio River Basin and else- 
where, for specifically considering in all future studies the recent but critical 
problem of water supply. 

Today the Nation’s population is growing at the unprecedented rate of over 
2 million persons a year, and each person keeps using more and more water. The 
needs of industry are soaring as new processes and products require constantly 
more water. Today industry uses 8 times as much water as it did in 1900, and 
it is estimated that by 1975 it will use 2% times as much as it does now. In fact, 
the Nation’s withdrawals of water for industry now about equal withdrawals 
for irrigation, and irrigation in the humid East is now growing faster than in 
the arid West. Meanwhile, the ever-rising standard of living calls for constant 
increases in water use for sanitation, air-conditioning, recreation, pollution 
abatement, and scores of other purposes. 

In connection with stream pollution, which is a part of the overall water-supply 
problem, I might mention that it is a sad fact, but true, that the beautiful, his- 
toric Potomac in the Nation’s Capital is so polluted that it has been declared 
unsafe for swimming in the Washington area. This is not an exceptional case 
any more; it is becoming typical of streams in heavily populated areas through- 
out the country. 

During recent years the center of population has moved westward and south- 
ward, and significantly, I think, in proportion to the development of water supply 
in industrially expanding centers of population, such as Fort Worth, Houston, 
and many other southern and western cities. I am told that about 20 years ago 
an eastern firm desired to locate a plant in Houston—a plant which would 
require about 20 million gallons of water a day. City officials were obliged to 
tell the firm that that was more water than the entire city of Houston was then 
using. Today, after a tremendous enlargement of the city’s water supply facili- 
ties, it is accommodating plants using as much as 60 million gallons a day. In 
the past 20 years Houston has expanded industrially in proportion to its ability 
to assure an adequate supply of water for industrial and other purposes; and 
I am sure that the main concern of its citizens today with respect to the con- 
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tinued growth of the city is its ability to solve the problem of developing an 
assured supply of water for meeting anticipated future needs. 

The fact is that water supply like navigation and flood control, is a vital 
necessity to the economy of a locality, region, or nation. 

Until recent years, water for industrial use was taken for granted in most 
parts of the country. If you couldn’t get it out of a nearby stream, you could 
always dig a well and let it flow out or pump it from a short distance below 
the surface. 

However, the use of ground water alone tripled between 1935 and 1950, and 
certain important areas are in danger of mining out their centuries-old ac- 
cuniulations of it. On the high plains of Texas ground water is being with- 
drawn at 30 times the rate of replenishment. In California, salt water is 
moving inland through the aquifers at the rate of 300 feet a year, because the 
fresh ground water, which once stood within 20 feet of the surface, has now 
sunk to hundreds and even thousands of feet down. In the Chicago area, 
where artesian wells once gushed, wells must now be sunk as much as 500 feet 
in some cases to reach water. Salt-water intrusion is being felt along the At- 
lantic and guif coasts. Water tables have been persistently lowering in nearly 
all populous areas of the country. 

It was during the Second World War that the Nation began to wake up to the 
fact that it had a national water-supply problem. The President's Materials 
Policy Commission tells us that plans to build at least 300 industrial or military 
establishments during the war had to be abandoned or modified because of an 
inadequate water supply. Another example more recently of the critical nature 
of the problem: During the first 8 months of 1953, over 1,000 cities and towns all 
over the Nation reported curtailment of water use. 

As I have said, it is estimated that industrial demands for water will more 
than double within the next 20 years. The use of water within the family 
household is also constantly going up. The net effect is an exponential in- 
crease in the Nation’s per capita consumption of water. 

The Nation’s water supply problem is a most serious problem. In fact, I 
believe that this constantly growing, inexorable nationwide demand for more 
and more water in the face of a constantly diminishing natural underground 
supply has now reached such proportions that the most critical single future 
water resources problem facing the Nation is that of providing an assured ade- 
quate supply of water for future domestic, industrial, and other needs. 

Can we look to underground supplies for the solution to the problem? The 
answer is “No.” In those communities now dependent upon underground sources 
for their water supply, the rate of demand has already exceeded the rate of 
replenishment generally, so that the nationwide effect of a greater per capita 
consumption for the Nation’s growing population will be a continued further 
depletion of these underground sources. In some areas of the country the 
physical limits of further underground development have been reached already, 
thus precluding further growth of the communities in them unless an adequate 
supply of water can be provided by other means. 

The Ohio Valley is by no means exempt. As yet I know of no one who has 
measured the cost of water supply problems to this great valley, but you and I 
know there have been instances of important industries that have been un- 
willing to locate in certain areas or have been unable to expand in others only 
because of a lack of an assured adequate water supply. 

The Federal Government is already rendering important cooperative services 
in the field of water supply. For example, 15 reservoirs constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers are now providing well over a million acre-feet of municipal 
water supply storage to communities all the way from Ohio to Texas. Right here 
in the Ohio Valley, as you know, some of the reservoirs constructed by the corps 
are being operated in such a way as greatly to mitigate the pollution and 
temperature problems of various industries. Examples of such kinds are to 
be found all over the country. However, the water-supply services they now 
render are primarily to existing interests for existing needs. Our projects 
generally do not provide for future water supply needs for future customers 
domestic, commercial, agricultural, and industrial. Furthermore, under present 
legislation, those services that are rendered are incidental aspects of some other 
primary objective or objectives of the projects. 

The time has already come, in my opinion, when no storage reservoir should 
be built by any agency, whether it be by Federal, State, or local government or 
private industry, without appropriate provision for the inclusion of storage for 
water-supply purposes. This would mean that those agencies of Government 
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dealing with water-resources development should have appropriate authority 
to include water supply as a specific function in the planuing, construction, and 
operation of their projects. 

The matter of planning, and financing, would not be simple. For one thing, 
the primary responsibility for the financing of water-supply facilities lies prop- 
erly, I believe, with the local communities and States involved. And local and 
State laws vary to an amazing extent. Not only the laws, but the problems and 
circumstances, vary almost infinitely as we pass from the humid Bast, with its 
basically riparian approach to water, into the arid West and the intricacies of 
appropriation law. The problems of funding, of water right, of Federal and 
non-Federal participation, of cost allocation, and of cost reimbursement, in water- 
supply projects promise to at least equal those encountered in any other branch 
of water-resource development. 

Current practice is to design water-supply functions into federally constructed 
reservoirs only to the extent that interests already in existence are willing to 
contract for reimbursement of the allocated costs before ‘the reservoir is built. 
It is almost axiomatic that an additional supply of water will be needed in 
almost any given area within a reasonably short time; and this future need is 
something that should be planned for. However, how many agencies are there 
now financially able and willing to contract now to pay for storage capacity for 
needs which are to occur in the future? In my judgment the current approach 
inust be modified to permit a fuller measure of development of potential storage 
for future requirements. 

[It seems to me self-evident that an adequate water supply for the future will 
have to depend more and more upon the conservation of surface water through 
the use of manmade reservoirs constructed by the Federal Government, other 
governmental agencies, and private concerns. I believe that, just as the reser- 
voirs now existing in the Ohio Valley have played an important, though inci- 
dental, part in maintaining the supply of water in the river and its tributaries, 
so the reservoirs of the future should—not incidentally, but through deliberate, 
scientific plan and design—play increasing roles in maintaining water supplies 
for the future. 

I firmly believe that in the interest of health, security, and welfare of the 
Nation the time has come for consideration of enactment of Federal legislation, 
including an appropriate “declaration of policy” such as was embodied in the 
Flood Control Act of 1936, for cooperating with the State and local governments 
and other agencies, both public and private, in the solution of this vital problem 
of an assured adequate future supply of water for domestic, industrial, and other 
purposes, 

Any action looking toward legislation might very well include consideration 
f (a) legislative authorization for specific consideration of the water-supply 
problem in all future water-resources investigations directed by the Congress, 
and (b) delineating specific procedures for cooperation by the Federal Govern- 
ment with the States, local governments, and private agencies concerned with 
the development of water-supply facilities in federally constructed projects. 

As I have indicated, I am convinced that something must be done to close 
the water-supply gap in our present Federal laws and programs, and to facilitate 
an overall, sustained, unified effort for solving the Nation’s water problems 
on a comprehensive and coordinated basis. The Nation can no longer tolerate 
piecemeal, inadequate water-resources planning. Its water problems are too 
critical, and exist on too many fronts. They must be met on all fronts at once 
with integrated, comprehensive programs for development. 

So, in recapitulation, I would like to say that it is my sincere and earnest 
conviction that the Nation can no longer afford to procrastinate in dealing with 
its water-resources problems, but it must now squarely face the fact that its 
overall program of water-resources development must be revitalized, accelerated, 
and expanded if the future security and economic well-being of the country 
are not to be placed in jeopardy. This expanded water-resources program must 
provide not only for the traditional and longstanding needs of navigation and 
flood control, but must provide a solution to the Nation’s most recent, but most 
rapidly growing and most critical of all future water-resources problems—that 
of an assured, adequate supply of water for future domestic, industrial, and 
other needs. 

I submit to you that all groups interested in water must unselfishly cooperate, 
must employ all their great resources of know-how, must devote all their proven 
leadership, in bringing about the means of satisfying the Nation’s constantly 
growing needs not for just this or that water-related advantage, but for all its 
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water needs on a realistic integrated basis. Not as shippers or constructors 
or operators, but as American citizens, we have this most critical responsibility 
and duty to perform, so that we may not risk the birthright of future generations 
for a mess of pottage, but instead may hand down to them the heritage of a 
Nation that is adequately developed for security and prosperous living. 

Senator Morse. I have one other question, Colonel. Do you have 
any opinion as to any site that you think would be suitable for this 
plant that would be economically feasible and feasible from an engi- 
neering standpoint ¢ 

Colonel Apams. I do not believe that I can state that I would have 
a very well-considered opinion. I do not claim to be well versed 
in the requirements of a site for the construction of a steam plant. 
I am of the opinion that there are several areas above the levels that 
would be inundated or the flood levels above the reservoir that appear 
to me that they should be usable as sites for such an installation. 

But I have concerned myself only with getting above the inundated 
areas and have not gone any further into looking into specific 
locations. 

Senator Morse. As the district engineer, you have during your time 
of service in this area familiarized ‘yourself with many of the prob- 
lems of the river and problems of flood conditions and streamflow, 
have you not? 

Colonel Apams. Yes; I have. 

Senator Morse. Would you say that one would be justified in draw- 
ing the conclusion that Pepco is not necessarily limited to this site? 
There are other sites that would serve its purpose consonant with the 
Army engineers program for flood control and water-supply 
protection. 

Colonel Apams. Yes; I would say that is a valid conclusion. 

Senator Morse. That is all. 

Did any of your other witnesses wish to make any further testimony 
before we proceed ¢ 

Representative Smiru. May I ask 1 or 2 questions? 

Senator Morsr. You certainly may. 

Representative Smirx. Colonel, I have noted your presentation 
relative to the danger to future industrial development in that area 
if Pepeo goes there. It is a fact, which you may or may not be 
familiar with, that Loudoun C ounty, on the south bank of the Potomac, 
runs from the site of this proposed plant to Harpers Ferry. Are you 
familiar with the fact that all of that territory with the exception of 
this one spot is opened as residential ? 

Colonel Apams. I was not familiar with that fact. I knew this 
immediate area was. I did not know the situation on up. 

Representative Smrrn. I am told by people from Loudoun County 
that that is so. 

Colonel, I don’t remember whether you were here in 1946. 

Colonel Apams. I was not here then. 

Representative Sarrn. I was. We had quite a row about this very 
thing you are talking about. There was a large public hearing held, 
which lasted a day. At that public hearing ‘the local protests, not 
only at this location but in all those other locations of the river, were 
so tremendous and so overwhelming that the thing just blew up in a 
frenzy of opposition and as 2 result of that there is the statement 
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which appears in your Document 622, that the Chief of Engineers did 
not recommend this thing. 

Colonel Apams. That’s right. 

Represent: itive Smitu. So that has never been recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers ? 

Colonel Apams. That is the point I was attempting to make a while 
ago. It was only the district and division engineers that recommended 
it but not the Chief of Engineers. 

Representative Smrru. I believe you so stated. 

As to this thing of stopping the clock of progress, whenever the 
Army engineers consider that at some time in the future they might 
build a dam, the same discussion that you have given us on the 
_remaon would apply to most any other river on which you are con- 
sidering building at some future date a dam? 

@alagal Apams. If the conditions were pretty much the same or 

enerally comparable, I should think yes. 

‘ae »presentative Smirx. In view of it, of the very uncertain question 
about this dam at all and the fact that after most elaborate hearing 
and report that the Chief of Engineers has recommended adversely, do 
you think the position of the Army engineers should be that that 
property must stay in status quo indefinitely and no development must 
occur up there because it might cost some more to build a dam at some 
future time than in the distant future ? 

Colonel Apams. There are several points I would like to make in 
that connection. I would not say that the Chief of Engineers recom- 
mended adversely. He picked only a small part of the project to 
recommend favorably on and concurred in the findings of the Board 
of Rivers and Harbors which concluded that the project should not be 
recommended at that time. 

Representative Smirn. Yes. 

Colonel Anams. At that time, of course, the need for water storage 
for the water supply of the District of Columbia is not foreseen as 
it is foreseen now. In answer to your question in general, I think the 
answer must depend a great deal upon the alternate choices that may 
be open to the industries, such as Pepeo, who are part of the wheels of 
progress. And I think if they do have the alternative of locating in 
places where they will not obstruct future development, that they 
should so locate. If you got into a problem where there was only 
one place for them to go and they were in the way of some other 
desirable feature, I would not want to try to venture an offhand 
answer to such a problem. 

You would certainly be in a dilemma. 

Representative Smiru. That is all, thank you, Senator. 

Senator Bray. No questions. 

Senator Morse. I want to thank you very much. We may recall 
vou men to the stand later if we need more information to be elicited 
from you. I am not given to idle compliment, Colonel, but I want 
to say that the presentation of your case I think was remarkably clear 
and succinet and exceedingly able and I compliment you on it. 

Colonel Apams. Thank you very much. 

Senator Braui. It is customary of Colonel Adams, Mr. Chairman. 

Colonel Apams. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman? 
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Senator Morse. Senator Beall has a witness he would like to call 
at this time. 

Senator Beaty. I would like to call Mr. William Cary of the Dis- 
trict Health Department. 

Senator Morse. Will you identify yourself for the record, Mr. 
Cary, as to your title? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. CARY, JR., ASSISTANT CHIEF OF THE 
BUREAU OF FOOD AND PUBLIC HEALTH ENGINEERING OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH DEPARTMENT 


Senator Morse. Do you have any statement you wish to make on the 
subject of this hearing / 

Mr. Cary. Senator, I have not a prepared statement but with ref- 
erence to the things that have been said I would like to correct 
i or 2 errors for the record. 

Senator Morse. You may proceed with your explanation of what 
you consider to be errors. 

Mr. Cary. Colonel Adams inadvertently said that the water sam- 
plings that were collected outside of those that were collected by the 
Washington aqueduct were collected by the Department of Sanitary 
Engineering. ‘That is a function of the District of Columbia Depart- 
ment of Public Health and is under my supervision. 

I would like to second all the things that the colonel said with ref- 
erence to the matter of public health and the effects of the location 
of or possible location of this plant on our water supply but I would 
like to broaden the concepts of public health. I don’t believe that 
public health represents the control merely of cases of contagious 
disease, that may be carried by pathogenic bacteria. 

I think the public health is affected by the potability of the water. 
If the water is warmer, people won't like it to drink so well. If it 
contains taste and odors, then it generally loses its acceptance as a 
public supply. Under those conditions people are tempted to buy 
bottled waters over which we have far less control, can exercise far 
less supervision than we can over the public supply and about which 
we know that the chances of getting a source that is not satisfactory 
are constantly greater due to the fact that they are handled many times 
in small quantities. 

So that it would be my considered opinion that the water supply 
would be adversely affected by the installation of this plant from the 
standpoint of public health. 

Not that it would increase the number of specific diseases, such as I 
mentioned, typhoid fever, but just that they would probably render 
the water less acceptable. 

We already have taste and odor problems in our public supply. The 
number of complaints that reach my office and I am sure that reach 
Colonel Adams’ office and Mr. Auld’s office show that people are aware 
of these conditions. We have modified our methods of treatment 
in the last 10 years considerably to meet that very problem. 
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The process of chlorination of the public water supply has been 
changed by the Washington aqueduct from one embodying chloromine, 
the use of ammonia in connection with chlorine for stabilization of 
product to a superchlorination where we put in sufficient amounts of 
chlorine to burn out those substances and get a free residual chlorine 
in the water that are free from the tastes and odors that were con 
nected with the chloromine products. 

That has resulted in cleaning up the main so we don’t get the after- 
erowths. We previously had a large percentage of the samplings 
during warm water showed aftergrowths in the mains. We have 
been able to bring those under control. If we raise the temperature 
of the water a few degrees even in the mains we may generally have 
to do things in the water supply to again control sue h aftergrowths 
because they are fostered by increases in temperature, some of our 
tastes and odors problems are caused by the very plants, blue-green 
algae that would be enhanced, whose life cycle would be enhanced by 
the addition of temperature to the water. 

If for instance, we add temperature to the water we make the liv- 
ing conditions in the water better for those plants. We have to as- 
sume that everything else or at least one of the other necessary fac- 
tors would be entirely eliminated, such as food supply. We know 
there is sufficient food supply in there to support a blue-green algae 
growth in the river now. If we increase the temperature, I feel per- 
sonally that we might be increasing the opportunity considerably for 
those algae to multiply beyond the present numbers. 

Certainly by increasing the length of season making it earlier in 
the spring and later in the fall during which they could grow we 
would increase the numbers that would be there and the tastes and 
odors problems. 

And we might considerably increase the cost. of water to the con- 
sumer by having to increase the costs of treatment in order to com- 
pensate for those factors. 

And that is about the extent of my interest in the matter. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall. 

Senator Bratt. One question. You listened to the testimony of 
Colonel Adams and his associates this morning. 

Mr. Cary. With considerable interest, sir. 

Senator Brau. In your official capacity would you be concerned 
about the furtherance of industrialization on this stretch of the river 
over and above the construction of the Pepco plant ? 

Mr. Cary. I would be greatly concerned. I am somewhat con- 
cerned about what you might call the captive industries that would 
be within that plant itself. Of necessity they must have to carry on 
some shop practices, repair practices, and things like that, that would 
all result in even a small amount of industrial waste from that area. 

There certainly would be some sanitary sewage created by the em- 
ployees that were there. Even that small amount of waste at that 
point with the heat would be added problems to our water supply, 
I’m sure. 

Senator Morse. That’s all. Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Mr. Dunn, president of Potomac Electric 
Power Co.; Dr. Sheppard T. Powell; and Dr. Ruth Patrick. 
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STATEMENT OF R. ROY DUNN, PRESIDENT, POTOMAC ELECTRIC 
POWER CO., ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE BISSET, SENIOR VICE 
PRESIDENT; L. C. CADWALLADER, MECHANICAL ENGINEER; DR. 
RUTH PATRICK, LIMNOLOGIST ; SHEPPARD T. POWELL, CONSULT- 
ING ENGINEER; AND JAMES FRANCIS REILLY, COUNSEL, 
POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER CO. 


Mr. Dunn. I am R. Roy Dunn, president of the Potomac Electric 
Power Co. 

Senator Morse. We are happy to have you here. 

Mr. Dunn. I am happy to be here and I am glad this hearing 
is called today so that it will clear up these problems. 

Senator Morse. You proceed in your own way. When you fin- 
ish, present your witnesses in the order which you would like to pre- 
sent them. When you are finished with your testimony the commit- 
tee will ask whatever questions they care to. 

Mr. Dunn. I would like to make this statement. To begin with, 
we are deeply interested in water supply and the pallusion-abatemnant 
problem of the Potomac River. We have listened to the experts, Dr. 
Renn and Mr. Favor, that were brought in by Colonel Adams. I 
think Colonel Adams has been very frank about this entire problem 
and I want to compliment him for that. We have no prepared state- 
ment to make except that we have Dr. Ruth Patrick, from Philadel! 
phia, who is an authority on water and water supply and the various 
elements that go into this, and we have Mr. Sheppard Powell, who is 
a consulting engineer from Baltimore. 

We have their qualifications and I would like to put those in the 
record. 

I wold like to ask Mr. Powell if he has any statement to make with 
respect to the testimony of Dr. Renn and Mr, Favor. I believe in 
substance we are in agreement with those experts. 

Senator Morse. Before we call on Dr. Patrick and Mr. Powell, we 
will insert at this point in the record a statement of the professional 
qualifications as submitted by Mr. Dunn. 

(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 


Dr. RutH PATRICK 


Ruth Patrick, B. S., M. S., Ph. D., curator limnology, Academy of Natural 
Sciences, Philadelphia, Pa. Member of the faculty of the University of Pennsy]- 
vania. Member of the faculty of Marine Biological Laboratory, Woods Hole, 
Mass. 

Education: Undergraduate, University of Kansas and Coker College; graduate 
work, University of Virginia, University of Pennsylvania, Marine Laboratory, 
Woods Hole, Mass. 

Limnological consultant for many industries, State governments, and Atomic 
Energy. Chairman of committee on the ecological effects of water of the Ameri- 
can Limnological Society; official United States delegate to International Lim- 
nological Congress in 1954, and many others. 

Trustee of Coker College; trustee of Pennsylvania School of Horticulture. 

Societies: Fellow American Association for Advancement of Science; Sigma 
Xi; American Psychological Society ; International Limnological Society : Amer- 
ican Commission. 

Department consists of 25 members of which 15 are specialists in a particular 
field of limnology. 

Recipient of grants from American Philosophical Society; National Science 
Foundation; United States Public Health; United States Navy; Manufacturing 
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Chemists Association; and American Petroleum Institute Catherwood Founda- 
tion, ete. 


Past president of the Psychological Society of America; Limnological Society. 
Publications: About 50 scientific articles in the fields of algae and limnology. 
At present, writing a book, A Treatise on the Fresh Water Diatomi of U. 8. A. 


SHEPPARD T. POWELL, BALTIMORE, Mp., CONSULTING ENGINEER 


Mr. Powell received his technical education at the Rensselaer Polytechnic In- 
stitute, specializing in water conditioning, sewage and industrial waste treat- 
ment. 


For many years he was associate in sanitary engineering, Graduate School of 
Hygiene, Johns Hopkins University. He is the author of many papers and 
textbooks on water conditioning and allied problems. For many years he has 
maintained an extensive worldwide engineering practice, including consulting 
services to Federal, State, and municipal groups, and many State and Federal 
agencies, including the Tennessee Valley Authority. He is an adviser to the 
Secretary of the Interior on the saline water conversion program. He has 
given expert testimony in many important legal cases and served as the expert 
for the State of New Jersey in the 19380 and 1954 Delaware River diversion case. 
He has received numerous honors from various technical societies in recognition 
of engineering achievement. 

He is a life and honorary member of the American Water Works Association, 
fellow and honorary member of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 
fellow of the American Public Health Association, member of the American 
Chemical Society, and many other technical organizations. 

Mr. Powetu. I have no prepared statement because I did not think 
a statement would be required at this time. 

I have, however, as I have listened to Dr. Renn’s statement, which 
had the privilege of reviewing beforehand, there are certain points I 
would like to discuss very briefly because I think by such a discussion 
it may tend to clarify some of the situations. 

L will take these up in the order in which I have re them down. 

1 will speak about them very briefly. There is a point on page 2 
where there has been discussed the 14° te mperature rise and if Il heard 
correctly that 14° temperature rise was spoken of as an elevation of 
temperature of the third of the way down. 

Actually that 14° is right at the discharge from the condenser and 
as soon as the water from the condenser, the temperature of which 
has been elevated, is mixed with the water, there is, of course, a reduc- 
tion in that temperature and actually as soon as that has been mixed 
with the water the temperature will : an average of about 7° and when 
the river flows with this water in which initially entered at 14 
reaches Seneca Falls it is of a eamenttenie of 3° to4 

Senator Morse. What obstacles, if any, outa there be to mixture 
of the hot and cold water at this point ? 

Mr. Powetx. There would be no obstacle at all if the outfall was so 
designed that they could assure admixtures, which is frequently done 
in powerplants. Have I answered the question ¢ 

Senator Morse. Yes. 

; Mr. Powerit. I would like to point out, too, that the temperature 
be are talking about here and the temperature not only at this point 
but the temper rature at intake at Washington is for a relatively short 
period of time. That period of time is only during streamflows of the 
river and it is of the magnitude of a few d: ays in a month. 

(See appendix for memorandum from Colonel Adams in re low 
stream flows.) 
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Mr. Powe.t. I think the figure was given, but this can be corrected 
by Mr. Favor, of 24 hours in 1 year. 

So the temperature rise and its effect on quality of water would be 
at the most for a very short period of time, a question of a few hours 
over an interval when these streamflows were occurring. When the 
flows were high or above stream low then that temperature rise would 
be very small, if any. 

Dr. Renn has spoken about the detrimental effects of chlorinated 
phenols. He is entirely correct in that with those combinations, when 
the water supply is chlorinated, it produces a new compound that has 

distinct odor and disagreeable taste. That has occured in many 
water supplies. ae Renn pointed out if any of that was created either 
by this plant or by the waste from industrial plants then it would 
create a very severe condition in Washington. 

Dr. Renn stated also that he was not fearful, but brought out the 
point that it, the water from this plant, at times would contain excess 
chlorine, which if phenols were present would make a taste and odor. 
I would like to point out that first of all this plant will not create 
phenols, because the only source of the phenols they could get would 
be from the coal pile or material put on the coal pile to prevent wash- 
ing. That is certain types of oils. These will not be used in this 
plant. So I believe there will be no source of phenol whatever in 
this plant. 

If chlorine, if phenols were in the plant and chlorine were in the 
circulating water leaving the plant which at intervals it would contain 
a small amount and chlorinated phenols were thus produced, that 
would be exactly the same condition as if that plant were not there 
and the chlorine added to the city water when combined with any 
phenols which might be in the water from other sources would also 
S ave a chlorinated phenol taste and I believe that it might be worse 
at that point than it would if the chlorine, or chlorination actually 
took place from this plant at which of course there would be no 
phenol. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall has a question. 

Senator Bratt. You said that there would not be any treatment of 
the coal for burning. Isn’t it customary in the modern way now for 
burning coal, particularly for high heat, to treat the coal? Isn’t that 
customary now ! 

Mr. Powe.i. That question would have to be answered by the 
operators. 

Senator Breaux. I just wanted the record to show if you knew that 
was not or is customary. Isn’t the modern way to treat coal with oils 
to keep down the smoke and the other objectionable features of it? 

Coal is often treated before it is burned. 

Mr. Powe... Some plants may put additives on the coal for other 
reasons. The point Dr. Renn made out was the material that would be 
sprayed on the coal pile which might contain phenols which might be 
washed into the river. None of these products will be used on this 
coal pile. 

Mr. Retry. I suggest, Senator, maybe Mr. Cadwallader might 
answer the question for the purpose of articulation that Senator Beall 
is t alking about. 

Mr. Capwatiaper. We do not buy coals that are oil-treated. It 
costs additional money to purchase that kind of coal. It has no 
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significance to us except to reduce a dusting problem. We lay out 
our coal-handling systems with dust collectors so that we handle any 
dusting problem in our equipment internally within the plant and not 
by purchasing oil-treated coal. 

Senator Brau. You buy run-of-mine coal ? 

Mr. Capwauaper. That is correct. And slack coal. No treat- 
ment whatever. 

Mr. Powrixt. Dr. Renn has pointed out also that in the treatment 
of the water for boilers a system known as demineralization may be 
used and if it is used in this type of treated plants, there is sulfuric 
acid and caustic soda; however, these wastes created at powerp rieen 
are never discharged in the river directly. They are collected, they 
are treated and, well, when they are discharged into the river, they 
are not noxious. And many plants throughout the United States are 
being so operated today. 

Dr. Renn also raised the question of the potential increase in hard 
ness which might result from picking up hardness or calcium and 
magnesium salts from a fly ash which will be created by the burning 
of the coal. 

He has calculated what that would be and at minimum flows then 
it. will not be more than a half part per mile and his figures and mine 
check almost identically on this point, we are quite in agreement. But 
the amount that could be created, the total potential amount of hard- 
ness that could be created would be of very small magnitude and hardly 
within the tolerance for the test for hardness. 

I think that is the only statement I would like to make. I would 
like to make one further remark that we are quite in agreement with 
the general findings of Dr. Renn on the quality of the water. 

Senator Morse. Thank you. Senator, any questions / 

Senator Beaty. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative SmrrH. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Dr. Patrick? 

Dr. Parrick. I would like to make a few comments about these 
tastes and odor problems, Mr. Senator. I have been working with 
algae for some 25 years and recently through various grants from 
foundations and industry we have made an intensive study on the 
effect of temperature on aquatic life because it is a problem that I 
think we all recognize. 

I am in full agreement with Dr. Renn in his statement that under 
the present conditions, the addition of what little temperature there 
will be to this water will not cause the production of obnoxious algae 
that will produce taste and odor problems. To back that up I have 
here a little graph which is a result of experiments which we have 
done which shows that in normal streams your diatomes dominate 
your population from 20 to 25° and then start to come down. 

Your greens come up and dominate to 35 and your bluegreens take 
over between 35 and 40. I will convert this for those who don’t realize 
the centigrades to fahrenheit temperatures. 

Senator Morse. Doctor, is the graph in such form so it can go into 
the record ? 

Dr. Parrick. Yes; you can have it for the record if you wish it. 
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Senator Morse. Then let me see if I can identify it. Tt will he 
marked as exhibit 7 for the record and the graph is supplied by Dr. 
Patrick entitled “Shifts in Dominants of Types of Algae,” said graph 


explained by the doctor’s testimony. Is that identification adequate ? 
Dr. Parrick. Yes. 


(The document referred to is as follows :) 


ExHrsit No. 7 
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FIGURE 3 POPULATION SHIFTS WiTH TEMDERATURE 


Shift in dominants of algae when temperature is the only condition altered 


Dr. Parrick. Would you like me to convert those temperatures into 
Fahrenheit for people’s general understanding # 

Senator Morse. Let me assure you that not only the people need the 
clarification but the chairman needs the clarification. 

Dr. Parrickx. Then let us say that the diatones would generally 
dominate an ordinary river which was not polluted by organic wastes 
of various types at temperatures of 77°, 78°. 

That between the temperatures of 86° and 95°, you would get your 
green algae taking over and your blue greens coming in. 

But the blue greens would not become the dominant part of the 
population until temperatures between 95 and over 100. That would be 
the temperatures in which you would get this serious blue green. 

This is a case, if you do not have enrichment by organic matter 
such as these industries upstream we were talking about. This is in 
full agreement with Dr. Renn’s statement earlier this morning. Now, 
about these upstream industries, if you have industries coming in 
that are going to produce or ganic waste, that are going to add to those 
kinds of minerals that are nutrition to algae, you are going to have 
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this happening. I would like to point out that if you erect dams in 
this river which will produce lake-like conditions, that you are bound 
to have taste and odor problems or at least this has been usually the 
experience with waters carrying heavy loads of these types of 
minerals. 

For this reason I feel that Washington should look at these indus- 
tries or the kinds of industries they are going to allow on the Potomac 
whether or not the powerplant is erected, if they are going to dam the 
river. 

Senator Morse. Senator, do you have a question ? 

Senator Bratt. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative Smirn. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dunn. It is very important to us to nail down this tempera- 
ture situation because that is having an effect on the use of the upper 
Potomac River for a powerplant site, in the development of a power- 
plant. 

I think from the testimony by the speakers, by the experts here that 
there is absolutely no problem in connection with temperature and 
the effect of temperature upon the water. 

So I would like to have that nailed down and put that one to bed. 

Senator Morse. You will put it to bed but it is the job of the com- 
mittee to take care of the patient. 

Mr. Dunn. It seems to me the temperature thing and the effects on 
the quality of the water have been pretty well taken care of by these 
experts. 

Being a public utility we are very much interested in the com- 
munity and the community life and we are not going to do a thing 
that is going to affect the quality of the water for the District of 
Columbia or any other community in our service area. 

As science and engineering can solve a great many proble ms and I 
think that by proper controls and proper engineering, the fears that 
certain people along the lines of water tastes and things like that will 
completely disappear because we will do everything we can to handle 
those problems in the design and in the construction and in the opera- 
tion of any plants that we build on the upper Potomac River. 

Now, the next thing that came up following the same order that 
Colonel Adams took was the industrialization of the upper Potomac 
River and I would like our counsel, Mr. Reilly, to make a statement 
with respect to our obligations under the purchase contract of this 
land. 

Mr. Remuy. I know from experience that the Senator from Oregon 
deals in facts and not in newspaper articles. I would like to read 
the section of the contract between the vendor and the vendee on this 
question of cooperation, and so forth, for the expansion of the indus- 
trialization and we will make copies of this contract available to the 
committee if they desire them. 

Senator Morse. Let me identify it now as exhibit 8 in the record. It 
will be marked for the purpose of identification as exhibit 8. The 
contract entered into between 

Mr. Remy. The Triple Seven Stock Farm, a partnership, and Po- 
tomac Electric Power Co. and recorded in book 348, page 200, of the 
circuit court, Loudoun County, Va. 
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Senator Morse. So identified and incorporated in the record at this 
point. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Exuisttr No. 8 


THIS AGREEMENT, made in triplicate this 3d day of August 1955, by and be- 
tween TRIPLE Seven Stock Farm, a partnership, party of the first part (the 
*Vendor”’), and Poromac ELectric Power Company, a District of Columbia and 
Virginia corporation, party of the second part (the “Vendee”’), 

Witnesseth that 

1. Subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, the Vendor hereby 
agrees to sell and convey to the Vendee, and the Vendee hereby agrees to 
purchase, the following described parcel of real property with improvements 
thereon, if any (the “Property”), situate and lying in the Broad Run Dis- 
trict, Loudoun County, Commonwealth of Virginia: 

“All those pieces or parcels of land aggregating 519 acres, more or less, 
as described by metes and bounds in a certain deed dated April 7, 1955, made 
by Agnes Dale Crosby to Triple Seven Stock Farm, which deed was recorded 
on April 8, 1955, in Deed Book No. 344, Page 208, of the Land Records of said 
Loudoun County; provided, however, that the westerly boundary of said 519 
acres shall be, notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in said deed 
dated April 7, 1955, a straight line projected from the down stream tip of the 
island in the Potomac River known as Van Deventer Island to a point which 
marks the southwesterly corner of such 519 acres and the northwesterly corner 
of lands owned by H. Grady Gore and Jamie 8. Gore; which approximately 519 
acres of land are understood to comprise approximately the area outlined in red 
on Exhibit A hereto.” 

2. The exact number of acres comprising the Property is to be determined 
by a survey ot be made by a registered Virginia surveyor at the cost of the 
Vendee, and the purchase price shall, subject to the provisions of paragraph 11, 
below, be an amount equal to $537.50 per acre as so determined, with any frac- 
tion of an acre less than one-half being disregarded, and any fraction of an 
acre equal to, or greater than, one-half being treated as a full acre. The Vendor 
hereby acknowledges the receipt from the Vendee of a deposit of $24,000 which 
is to be applied against the purchase price at the time of settlement and other- 
wise dealt with as hereinafter provided. 

3. Subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, the parties hereto 
are required and hereby agree to make settlement for the Property in accord- 
ance with the terms of this Agreement on November 1, 1955, on which date the 
Vendee will pay to the Vendor the balance of the purchase price and the Vendor 
by a good and sufficient general warranty deed will convey to the Vendee 
title to the Property in fee simple, good of record and in fact and free and 
clear (subject to the provisions of paragraph 7, below) of all liens and en- 
encumbrances whatsoever, but subject to covenants, conditions, restrictions, 
rights-of-way, and easements of record, if any, provided such covenants, condi- 
tions, restrictions, rights-of-way, and easements are not such as to prevent, 
hamper, or interfere in any substantial way with the Vendee’s proposed use of 
the Property as outlined in paragraph 9, below. 

4. Settlement is to be made at the offices of Messrs. Clarke, Richard, Moncure 
& Whitehead, 108 North Fairfax Street, Alexandria, Virginia, and deposit at 
such offices of the balance of the purchase price, the deed of conveyance, and 
such other papers as are required of the parties hereto by the terms of this ; 
Agreement shall be considered a good and sufficient tender of performance of } 
the terms hereof. Possession is to be given at the time of settlement. 

5. Taxes shall be adjusted to the date of settlement, but such adjustment shall 
be made only after receipt from Loudoun County, Virginia, of the real estate , 
tax bills for the calendar year 1955; examination of title, survey, notary and 
recording fees shall be at the cost of the Vendee; preparation of the deed and 
affixation of the necessary Federal documentary tax stamps shall be at the cost 
of the Vendor: and special assessments, if any, for improvements completed 
prior to the date of settlement, whether assessment has been levied or not, shall 
be paid by the Vendor or allowance made therefor at the time of settlemenr. 

6. In the event action is necessary to perfect the title to the Property or to 
correct any defects reported by the title examiner, the Vendor agrees to take 
such action promptly at its own expense, and the time herein specified for settle- 
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ment shall be extended for such reasonable period (not longer than three 
months) as is necessary for such perfecting of title; provided, however, that 
the Vendee may, if it so elects by written notice to the Vendor, waive any such 
requirement or defect at or at any time prior to the expiration of said thrée 
month period or may perfect title through exercise of its power of eminent 
domain at the cost and expense of the Vendor. 

7. The Vendor represents that the Property is presently encumbered by a 
certain deed of trust dated April 7, 1955, and recorded in Deed Book No. 344, 
Page 210, of the Land Records of said Loudoun County, Virginia; agrees that 
it will cause the Property to be released from the lien of such trust not later 
than January 15, 1956; and agrees that if the Property is not so released prior 
to or simultaneously with the settlement hereunder then of the balance of the 
purchase price payable by the Vendee hereunder at settlement, an amount suffi- 
cient to secure such release shall, at the time of settlement, be paid by the 
Vendee, in escrow, to Messrs. Clarke, Richard, Moncure & Whitehead, settlement 
attorneys, with the terms of such escrow being (i) that such moneys shall be 
promptly paid over by such attorneys to the Vendor upon, or simultaneously 
with, the Property being released (to the satisfaction of such attorneys and of 
the Vendee) from the lien of such trust prior to January 15, 1956, and (ii) that 
such moneys shall be promptly returned by said attorneys to the Vendee, if the 
Property shall not have been so released prior to January 15, 1956. 

8. Following settlement for the Property in accordance with the terms hereof, 
cattle belonging to the Vendor may be allowed by the Vendor to graze on the 
Property until a reasonably cattle proof fence shall have been installed along 
the westernly boundary of the Property; provided, however, that the Vendor 
agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Vendee against and from any and all 
liability, cost, damage and expense on account of damages to or injury suffered 
by cattle while so on the Property, if such cattle are owned by the Vendor or 
by persons other than the Vendee. The Vendor agrees that unless such a rea- 
sonably cattle proof fence shall have been theretofore installed by the Vendee, 
it will, not later than March 15, 1956, install a five-strand barbed wire line 
fence along said westerly boundary, and the Vendee agrees that it will reimburse 
the Vendor for 50% of the cost of any such line fence which may be so installed 
by the Vendor. 

9. (a) The Vendee presently intends to use the property as the site for a steam 
electric generating station. If at the time for settlement hereunder, the Vendee 
has not received all zoning and other governmental and municipal authorizations 
(including water impounding and diversion authorizations) which it believes 
requisite to permit it so to use the Property then the Vendee shall, if it so elects, 
by written notice to the Vendor, be released from its obligations hereunder. In 
the event the Vendee shall so elect to be released hereunder, the $24,000 deposit 
made by the Vendee at the execution and delivery of this Agreement shall be 
retained by the Vendor and the Vendor shall be released from its obligations 
hereunder. The Vendee agrees to use its best efforts to obtain, prior to the time 
of settlement hereunder, all such authorizations which it believes to be so 
requisite, and the Vendor agrees fully to cooperate with the Vendee in the 
obtaining of such authorizations. 

(b) The Vendee understands that in connection with its applying for such 
zoning changes or exceptions or variances as may be necessary to enable it to 
use the Property as the site for a steam electric generating station, the Vendor 
may apply for zoning changes or exceptions or variances to enable some or all of 
its remaining lands in the vicinity of the Property to be used for industrial 
purposes, and the Vendee agrees fully to cooperate with the Vendor in the 
making and prosecution of such applications. 

10. Exclusive possession of the Property shall remain in the Vendor until 
settlement is had hereunder, but the Vendee shall have the right, prior to the 
time of settlement hereunder, through its agents, employees, and independent con- 
tractors, to enter upon the Property, to the extent reasonably necessary, for the 
purpose of surveying the Property, and for the purpose of making engineering, 
geological, and topographical studies thereof, including the right to make appro- 
priate test borings, etc., to determine the suitability of the Property for the pur- 
pose to which the Vendee desires to put it, as set forth in paragraph 9, above. 
If, as a result of such studies and tests, the Vendee shall determine that the 
Property is not, as a practical or economic matter, suitable for use as the site for 
a steam electric generating station, it shall, with reasonable promptness so advise 
the Vendor and shall, if it so elects by written notice to the Vendor, be released 
from its obligations heretnder. In the event the Vendee shall so elect to be re- 
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leased hereunder, the $24,000 deposit made by the Vendee at the execution and de- 
livery of this Agreement shall be retained by the Vendor and the Vendor shall be 
released from its obligations hereunder. In the making of such studies and tests 
the Vendee will use reasonable efforts to avoid damage to the Property, and to 
make good, to the extent reasonably practicable, any such damage which may 
occur, but in no event shall it be liable to the Vendor for any damage to the 
Property necessarily incidental to or resulting from the making of such studies 
and tests. However, the Vendee does hereby agree to indemnify and hold harm- 
less the Vendor against and from any and all liability, cost, damage and expense 
on account of any damage to personal property or injury (including death) 
suffered by any person as a result of the making of such studies and tests. 

11. In the deed conveying the Property to the Vendee there shall be reserved 
to the Vendor, for the benefit of the other land now owned by the Vendor which 
is not included in the Property and which lies to the west and south of the 
Property, an easement and right-of-way sixty feet wide extending, in a generally 
easterly and westerly direction, from the road known as “Pike River Road” 
to such other land of the Vendor, such easement and right-of-way to be located 
along a course to be selected by the Vendee; provided, however, that the course 
so selected shall lie not more than two hundred and fifty feet north of the south- 
erly boundary of the Property and shall be a course reasonably useable as a road 
or street without excessive amounts of filling or bridging and without excessive 
grades. The purchase price payable by the Vendee for the Property, determined 
as set forth in paragraph 2, above, shall be reduced by an amount equal to the 
product obtained by multiplying $537.50 by the number of acres of the Property 
occupied by said easement and right-of-way as definitively located and surveyed. 
It is further agreed that if, subsequent to the delivery of the deed reserving said 
easement and right-of-way as aforesaid, the Vendee shall acquire additional 
lands abutting on the southerly boundary of the Property, it may, if it so elects 
by written notice to the then property owners having the right to use said ease- 
ment and right-of-way, require them to surrender, by deed, their rights in and 
to said easement and right-of-way provided they shall simultaneously receive 
from the Vendee similar rights in and to a similar easement and rights-of-way 
extending along such course as the Vendee may select to the south of the Property 
and further provided that if a road shall have been theretofore constructed along 
part or all of the easement and right-of-way originally so reserved to the Vendor 
hereunder that then the Vendee shall bear the full cost of constructing a similar 
road along the new easement and right-of-way substituted as aforesaid for the 
original reserved easement and right-of-way. 

12. The Vendee agrees that in the event railroad facilities providing a rail 
connection to the line or lines of a railroad common carrier are constructed on 
the Property subsequent to its purchase by the Vendee and the line or lines of 
such common carrier are not so located as to make possible a rail connection 
thereto from the other land now owned by the Vendor which is not included in 
the Property and which lies to the west and south of the Property, then in such 
even the Vendee will, within one year after such railroad facilities on the 
Property have been constructed and become ready for service, grant to the 
Vendor an easement and right-of-way (not less than 50 feet in width) for, and 
sufficient to accommodate, a single spur railroad track from such railroad facil- 
ities on the Property to such other land owned by the Vendor, together with the 
right to make reasonable use of said railroad facilities on the Property as part 
of a rail connection between the Vendor’s said other land and the line or lines of 
said common carrier. The location and course of such easement and right-of-way 
shall be as selected by the Vendee; provided, however, that insofar as the topog- 
raphy and the Vendee’s proposed use of the Property reasonably permit it shall 
not involve excessive grading, bridging, or filling. The Vendee shall not be 
required to bear any of the costs involved in constructing or maintaining such 
railroad spur and at the time of the granting of such easement and right-of-way 
the Vendor shall pay to the Vendee an amount equal to the product obtained by 
multiplying $537.50 by the number of acres of the Property occupied by said 
easement and right-of-way as definitively located and surveyed. 

13. The Vendor agrees that within one year after the location of the railroad 
facilities, if any, to be constructed on the Property has been definitively estab- 
lished (as evidenced by written notice thereof from the Vendee to the Vendor) 
it will grant to the Vendee an easement and right-of-way, over the other land 
now owned by the Vendor which is not included in the Property and which lies 
to the west and south of the Property, for the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance thereon of electric distribution and transmission lines (overhead and/or 
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underground) and related facilities, which easement and right-of-way shall be 
160 feet in width and shall extend in a generally southerly course from the south- 
westerly corner of the Property, with the easterly boundary of said easement 
and right-of-way coinciding (except where otherwise mutually agreed by the 
parties hereto) with the easterly boundary of such other land owned by the 
Vendor, as such boundary exists immediately following the execution and deliv- 
ery of this Agreement. The Vendor shall retain all rights of use in the property 
covered by said easement and right-of-way provided said uses shall not be incon- 
sistent, or interfere, with the use of the easement and right-of-way by the Vendee 
for the purposes above set forth. Such grant shall be made against payment by 
the Vendee to the Vendor of an amount equal to the product obtained by multiply- 
ing $537.50 by the number of acres occupied by said easement and right-of-way as 
definitively located and surveyed. In the event the easterly boundary of said 
easement and right-of-way as thus definitively located and surveyed lies to the 
west of, and does not coincide with, the easterly boundary of said other land 
owned by the Vendor and not included in the Property, as such boundary exists 
immediately following the execution and delivery of this Agreement, then the 
Vendee will purchase from the Vendor all land intervening between said easterly 
boundaries at the price of $537.50 per acre upon demand by the Vendor and 
delivery of a general warranty deed or deeds conveying title in fee simple good 
of record and in fact, subject to easements and rights-of-way then of record. 

14. The Vendee may find it necessary or desirable, in its construction and 
operation of a steam electric generating station on the Property, to increase 
the height of the existing dam in the Potomac River which is known as “Seneca 
Dam” and/or to construct a diversion dam between the Property and the island 
in said river which is known as “Tenfoot Island.” If the construction of any 
such diversion dam or any such increase in the height of Seneca Dam is begun 
within the six years next following the date of this Agreement and if, in the 
case of an increase in the height of Seneca Dam, such increase is not in excess 
of five feet, then the Vendee shall not, as a result thereof, incur any liability 
to the Vendor for the flooding or overflowing of any lands now owned by the 
Vendor and not included in the Property; provided, however, that if any such 
action shall be taken by the Vendee and if, as a result thereof, there shall at 
any time be, at any point on the lands now owned by the Vendor which are not 
included in the Property, an increase in excess of two feet in the height of the 
waters of the Potomac River over the average height of such waters at the 
times of the annual high flows of said river during the fifteen years preceding 
the commencement of such construction (based upon the flow measurements 
published by the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army) then the Vendee shall be liable 
to respond in damages, to be computed at the time, for any such flooding or 
overflowing resulting from such excess increase in the height of such water. 

15. The Vendee agrees that in developing the Property for use as the site 
for a steam electric generating station it will, unless the construction of appro- 
priate railroad facilities prevents, leave a screen of trees not less than 50 feet 
wide along the westerly boundary of the Property. 

16. The parties hereto further agree that all roads between the Property 
and other lands now owned by the Vendor and not included in the Property 
are to be closed and abandoned except as otherwise expressly provided in para- 
graph 11, above. 

17. The Vendee agrees that in constructing and operating a steam electric 
generating station on the Property it will install, maintain, and operate on all 
boilers in said generating station suitable fly-ash collector equipment of modern 
design. 

18. Simultaneously with the execution and delivery of this Agreement, the 
Vendee has entered into a purchase contract with Glenn U. Richard, Trustee, 
for the purchase by the Vendee and the sale by said Trustee of the island which 
is known as “Tenfoot Island” and is located in the Potomac River to the north 
of the Property, which contract provides that settlement thereunder shall be 
made simultaneously with the settlement for the Property hereunder. Settle- 
ment hereunder shall be made simultaneously with settlement under such con- 
tract, and it is understood and agreed that the obligations of the Vendee here- 
under are conditioned upon the full performance of said purchase contract by 
said Trustee. 

19. If for any reason other than a default hereunder by the Vendee, or as 
otherwise provided in Paragraphs 9 and 10, above, the Vendor shall not sell 
and convey the property to the Vendee as required by the terms hereof, then 
the $24,000 deposit made with the Vendor by the Vendee at the execution and 
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delivery hereof shall be forthwith returned by the Vendor to the Vendee. No 
such return of such deposit shall prevent the Vendee from taking any other 
action legally available to it for the enforcement of the Vendor's obligations 
hereunder or for damages occasioned by any default insured against by title 
insurance policy issued to the Vendor, limited to the amount of said policy, 
or by any default of the Vendor which is willful or is correctible by the Vendor. 

20. Any notice required or permitted hereunder to be given by the Vendor to 
the Vendee shall be sufficient if sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid, addressed 
to the Vendee at 929 E Street NW., Washington 4, D. C., and any notice required 
or permitted hereunder to be given by the Vendee to the Vendor shall be suffi- 
cient if sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the Vendor, 
% Messrs. Clarke, Richard, Moncure & Whitehead, 108 North Fairfax Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia. 

21. This Agreement shall be binding upon and enure to the benefit of the 
parties hereto and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, successors. 
and assigns, and shall survive the execution and delivery of the deed of con- 
veyance called for by paragraph 3, above. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused these presents to be duly 
executed and delivered as of the day and year first above written. 

[CORPORATE SEAL] PoTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY, 

Vendee. 
By G. Bisset, Senior Vice President. 
Attest: 
G. M. Tuompson, Secretary. 
TRIPLE SEVEN Srock FARM, 
A General Partnership, Vendor. 
By ArTHuR T. ANDROUS, [SEAL] 
y GLENN U. RICHARD, 
Attorney in fact. 


JOHN E. McPHERSON,. [SEAL] 
GLENN U. RIcHARD. [SEAL] 
DonaALp E, BALL. [SEAL] 
A. P. DIGTuLIAN. [SEAL] 
ANDREW W. CLARKE, [ SEAL] 
Wma. A. MONCURE, [ SEAL] 
A, CARTER WHITEHEAD. [SEAL ] 
THEODORE C. ROUMEL. | SEAL] 
ARISTOTLE H, C. ROUMEL. [SEAL] 
Wan. P. Croom, Jr. [SEAL] 


Being all of the partners of said Triple Seven Stock Farm. 
[Approved as to Form CM, August 3, 1955.) 


DIsTRIcT OF COLUMBIA, 
City of Washington, To Wit: 

I, Lucille J. Sheriff, a Notary Public in and for the District of Columbia afore- 
said, do hereby certify that G. Bisset and G. M. Thompson, whose names are 
signed to the writing above, bearing date on the 3d day of August 1955, have 
acknowledged the same before me in my District aforesaid. 

Given under my hand this 3d day of August 1955. 

[ NOTARIAL SEAL] LUCILLE J. SHERIFF, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
Corporation of Alexandria, To Wit: 


I, Patricia M. Cunningham, a Notary Public in and for the State and Corpo- 
ration aforesaid, do hereby certify that Arthur T. Androus by Glenn U. Richard, 
his attorney in fact, John E. McPherson, Glenn U. Richard, Donald E. Ball, A. P. 
DiGiulian, Wm. P. Croom, Jr., Andrew W. Clarke, Wm. A. Moncure, A. Carter 
Whitehead, Theodore C. Roumel and Aristotle H. C. Roumel, whose names, as 
the partners of Triple Seven Stock Farm, are signed to the writing above, 
bearing date on the 3d day of August, 1955, have acknowledged the same before 
me in my Corporation aforesaid. 

Given under my hand this 5th day of August, 1955. 


[ NOTARIAL SEAL] PATRICIA M, CUNNINGHAM, 
Notary Public. 
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discussions with your able assistant and the 
members of your staff our facilities and any documents we have are 
readily and quickly available to the committee and staff. 

Senator Morse. I appreciate that and I want to thank the com- 


pany for the cooperation that has been extended to my office and the 
District of Columbia Committee, too. 

Mr. Retiiy (reading) : 

SEc. 9. 


Mr. Remy. In 


(b) The vendee understand that 


in connection with its applying 
for such zoning changes or exceptions or variances as may be necessary to en- 


able it to use the property as a site for a steam electric generating station, the 
vendor may apply for zoning changes or exceptions or variances to enable some 
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or all of its remaining lands in the vicinity of the property to be used for in- 
dustrial purposes. And the vendee agrees fully to cooperate with the vendor in 
the making and prosecution of such applications. 

The Senator and I being lawyers know that that section speaks for 
itself but I would like to give a little background to that section. 
Pepco felt that that was the ideal site avail: vble at that time for the 
erection of this plant and in negotiating for the sale of the property, 
the vendor desired Pepco to enter as part of this agreement that they 
would jointly apply for a rezoning or variance for industrial purposes. 

Pepco refused to do that, but P epco did, as section 9 (b) indicates, 
agree that if the vendor applied for rezoning or for variances, the 
vendee Pepco would cooperate in the prosecution of those applications. 

The fact of the matter is that the vendors never did apply for 
rezoning or variances; Pepco did. Pepco received the variances or 
the exception. There is no rezoning. It is still agriculture. And 
the time within which an appeal from the zoning board might be filed 
has expired. It is my understanding that there has been no appeal 
or if any appeal had been filed then it has been withdrawn. That is 
the background and the fact of the matter with respect to industrial- 
ization. 

»as of now Pepco has no legal or moral obligation to cooperate in 
any way whatsoever for any further industrialization or for the re- 
zoning or applications for variances in that area. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Reilly, do you think, assuming a hypothetical 
now, that after the construction of the Pepco plant at this site, if it is 
constructed there, that would increase the probabilities of further 
petitions for rezoning and the granting of ndoaivial rezoning in that 
area ¢ 

Mr. Remy. I don’t want to evade any of your questions. I am 
not qualified to answer that question. I am neither a real-estate law- 
yer nor a real-estate venturer. In view of the large tract of land 
that Pepco bought there and in the area itself with trees, you would 
have to be on the open part of the river to know that there is even a 
plant there. 

[ remind you it is an agricultural-zoned area. 

Senator Morse. Out in my country you can see what happens when 
reforestation steps in. 

Mr. Remy. I have been in your part of the country. It is beauti- 
ful country. 

Senator Morse. I don’t know any reason why it should not happen 
in Virginia any more than in Oregon. 

Mr. Remy. I am not qualified to answer your question. 

Senator Morse. I accept your answer. 

Mr. Dunn. May I make a statement with regard to that. We 
thought and still think that if we get a large tract of land and build a 
powerplant and have it surrounded by woods and trees, it will not 
depreciate the land that is surrounding that area. We have a case in 
point. Your Potomac River plant at Alexandria, Va., 200 yards 
away from it there are apartment buildings, and so forth, and resi- 
dences. The modern operation of powerplants in these times and in 
the future are very good and do not cause any difficulties to neighbors. 

So far as industrial relations are concerned, I think that those that 
have a control over it, such as zoning or county zones and so forth 
can pick the type of industries that will not pollute the Potomac River. 





: 








PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 73 


There are a great many small manufacturing concerns, like a 
bly plants and so forth that will not pollute it. I think it would be 
wise if the people in control would name the type of industry that 
could be put into upper Potomac River. We are not interested in 
seeing any large industry come into this area. If it is any industry 
at all it would have to be small industry. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Dunn, do you contemplate building a railroad 
into this property ? 

Mr. Dunn. Into this particular property, I think the railroad 
would be built by the Washington & Old Dominion Railroad and it 
would be a spur line right straight into the property. It would not 
en allel the Potomac River. It would be at right angles to the river. 

Senator Bratx. How long would the spur be from the main line? 

Mr. Dunn. About 4 miles. 

Senator Beatz. Your company is not going to pay for that at all, 
the railroad company is going to pay for it? 

Mr. Dunn. A lot will depend on negotiation for the freight rate 
and so forth, what will happen. We are not in negotiation at this time 
because we want to see how this thing finally works out. 

We have a great many negotiations to carry on among the railroads 
and coal operators and other people before we can m: ake up our minds. 

Senator Bratt. Wouldn’t it be the natural thing, the best thing, for 
the railroad company to try to get additional industries to come in 
there on that spur ? 

After all it costs about a hundred thousand dollars to build a mile 
of rail; doesn’t it? 

Mr. Dunn. About that. I think they would be interested in that 
That would be subject to the local controls over the industries that 
are permitted to come in. 

The next question that came up was the building of dams; one at 
River Bend for storage reservoir of water for the future supply of 
Washington and its environs. Colonel Adams can correct me if ] am 
wrong. I think the elevation would be 225 feet above sea level. This 
property that we have in mind in Loudoun County is around about 
206. That brings into the account that we have to think about is the 
economics of the problem, that is dollars and cents, whether or not we 

can go to another site above 225 feet or above and have the problem 

of water pumpage until the reservoir is built or be at a lower level 
and then have to make an investment at a later date for local flood 
control of the plant. 

That is an economic problem that we have not been able to make a 
decision on at this time. 

And we will continue to study this. We will work these things 
out. We would like very much to cooperate fully with the Corps of 
Engineers in any plans that they have for the Potomac River. As I 
said at the outset we are not interested in becoming a menace to the 
water supply of the District of Columbia or any other community. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Dunn, having mentioned the site matter, as- 
suming this hypothetical for the sake of argument, that the plant is 
not built at the particular site you are now considering. Have you 
made a sufficient study of other sites to know the comparative useful- 
ness for your best interests of other potential sites / 

Mr. Dunn. We are studying other possibilities. We have not 
come to any other conclusion about other sites. It would appear if 
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we went farther up the river then the water conditions for condensing 
purposes would not be as good as it is around this particular area we 
are talking about now. 

Senator Morsg. Because of supply and flow. 

Mr. Dunn. Because of supply and flow. 

Senator Morse. What about the sites that we have heard men- 
tioned in the papers and about which I know nothing except what 
has been mentioned in the papers, a site south of Alexandria? 

Mr. Dunn. We have a problem from the standpoint of operation. 
That we have three plants now. The Alexandria plant, what we call 
the Potomac River plant is the newest one. That will be at its ulti- 
mate capacity in 1957. We are adding two units there now. One 
will be in operation in 1956. The other will be in operation in 1957. 
Those 3 plants are within a radius of 5 miles of the Capitol. We 
have been advised by security people that in case of bombing we 
should have a plant away from the present plant, away from the 
Capitol. That is one of the reasons why we went to the northwest, 
because we think from an operational standpoint, our own operations, 
we should have a source of supply in that area. 

Senator Morse. Also a plant south of Alexandria gives you a little 
different kind of transmission-line problem than one to the north- 
west. 

Mr. Dunn. That’s right. 

Senator Morse. If I interpret what you said correctly, that of the 
alternative sites you are considering, you are giving careful attention 
further up the river rather than going south of the river. 

Mr. Dunn. That’s right. Colonel Adams was talking about a 
period from now to 1970 and 1975. I think we can make the predic- 
tion now that not only will we have to build this plant in the north- 
west area but we will also have to build another one by 1970 or 1975 
or at least get one started. 

The load growth in this area is really tremendous. It. is our duty 
to be in a position to supply all our customers with all the electricity 
they want to use. 

Senator Morse. These elevation figures of 225 for a possible dam 
site and 206 for your plant site, there i is no question about the fact 
that the dam would flood out your site unless you spent some money 
for local flood control around the plant. 

Mr. Dunn. That’s right. That gets us back into an economic prob- 
lem of just straight dollars and cents on investments. That is some- 
thing we will have to study. 

Senator Morse. Anything further? 

Mr. Dunn. I have nothing further. As I say I want to thank the 
Corps of Engineers for their cooperation and we want to further co- 
operate with “them in anything they have in mind for the future. 

Senator Morss. At the present time the company has the project 
in suspension awaiting further consideration of the facts such as 
are being brought out here today? 

Mr. Dunn. That’s right. 

Senator Morse. And further studies by interested official groups 
and also pending your further study of possible alternative sites based 
upon your own evaluation of the information that is made available 
to yout 
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Mr. Dunn. That’s right, that is the reason I wanted to get this 
temperature thing lined up so in case we do move to another place 
that question will not come up again. Then we know how much room 
we have to move in. If the dam at River Bend is built, and we are at 
an elevation above the 225 feet, the operation of that plant still would 
not cause any difficulty to the water supply or the quality of the 
water for the District of Columbia and the other communities. 

Senator Morse. Now, Mr. Dunn, may I say good naturedly, with the 
two gentlemen on my right and left, ignoring me for the moment, 
because I have a question ‘that I want to raise, only to clarify that for 
myself because as you can well imagine in my position here as chair- 
man, I have had certain preparatory representations made tome. One 
of them is in regard to the location of this plant in either one of the 
two jurisdictions of the Judge and the Senator, Virginia and Mary- 
land. 

[f you move up the river for an alternative site, you would still be in 
a position to make a decision as to whether you wanted it in Virginia 


or Maryland. There are sites up the river in both Virginia and 
Maryland; ie correct ¢ 
Mr. Dunn. That is right. It will all depend on the topography 


of the auto ular site and the water conditions that we would have 
to have and rail facilities and other economic problems that are 
involved. 

Senator Morse. I want this question to be perfectly fair, because 
its implications could be unfair. If you assumed that I was basing 
it on any assumptions concerning engineering feasibility, let me put 
the question this way : Assume there are 2 sites up the river, 1 in Mary- 
land and 1 in Virginia that are equally feasible from an engineering 
standpoint as a second choice over your first one, does the tax question 
enter into the picture as a factor in your decision ? 

Mr. Dunn. Well, it is our duty to find the cheapest sources of power 
for our system and I think the tax question would enter into it. 

Senator Morse. It would if I were in business. 

Mr. DunN. Because it is a very important matter, because that is a 
continuing annual charge, and all we are interested in is efficiency and 
good operation of a powerplant. We don’t want to have added costs 
to that if we can find other ways of eliminating costs. 

Senator Morse. Did the tax question carry some weight in the selec- 
tion of the = you now prefer / 

Mr. Dunn. Not too much. It was more of an engineering prob- 
lem. It was more of an engineering situation there than it was any- 
thing else. 

Senator Morse. I want to give you an opportunity to get rebuttal 
into the record on every point that is being considered on this matter 
of which I know. You have already testified briefly on it. One is 
on this matter of land values for residential areas. I don’t have to 
tell you I am sure that part of the protests are coming from land- 
owners in the area proposed for the site that have spent - considerable 
amounts of money in developing so-called retirement residences and 
retirement farms, and who allege that the building of your plant will 
turn the area into an industrial area and greatly ‘reduce the value of 
the property for residential purposes, although increase the value of 
their own farms for industrial purposes, but that is not what they 
are interested in. 
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I alluded to that this morning in my examination of the colonel. | 
think it is only fair that you should have this stressed in the record 
so you can mi ake a fuller statement on it if you care to, what you think 
the effect of your plant would be on residential landowner values. 

Mr. Dunn. I don’t think t he oper: ition and construction of a ae 
plant would have a detrimental effect on land values from a residentia! 
standpoint. 

[f we have enough property and can leave the woods around it so 
that it is blocked from view and other precautions we can take. If you 
are far enough away from it, you are bound not to have any effects. 

Senator Morse. How many employees would your pli int hire? 

Mr. Dunn. We would use 120 maximum, that is 3 shifts so you 
would have some 40 per shift. Maybe the day shift would have a 
little more than the 4-to-12 or the 4-to-8 shift. 

Senator Morse. oa you contemplate that most of those employees 
would be interested in living within a housing settlement within the 
irea of the plant ¢ 

Mr. Dunn. I should think they might because of the ease of getting 
to work. We do not contemplate, however, putting any employees’ 
houses on any land. 

Senator Morse. I understand that. 

Is there anything else you would like to add? 

Mr. Dunn. No. 

Mr. Remay. I would like for the record in view of the discussion 
that Judge Smith had with Colonel Adams, to have the record show 
information which the very able and very frank Colonel Adams has 
meee that I got from that conference we had yesterday on this whole 

ibject, that was since the preparation of the report that is in the 
record, House Document 622, there have been very subsantial changes, 
Senator in the type of improvement in that area. It used to be at that 
time that used to be open land area. Now it is drastically changed into 
a residential section and so forth. 

The other interesting feature in figures w as that the development 
of this dam would require the flooding of 32,000 acres in Virginia 
and 16,000 acres in Maryland. 

When you get into the cost thing, it becomes a very critical factor. 
1 think in view of the discussion between the Judge and Colonel 
Adams the record ought to contain those figures. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall ? 

Senator Brati. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative Smira. Mr. Dunn, you referred to your plant in 
Alexandria. 

Mr. Dunn. Yes. 

Representative Smirn. I happen to pass it pretty much every day 
in my life on Mount Vernon Boulevard. It is just off the boulevard. 
It is a large structure. To a countryman it looks like a very big 
thing. I don’t know what its generating power is. It is in the heart 
of the city of Alexandria; all around that is residential and apartments 
and so forth along the Mount Vernon Boulevard and through the city 
of Alexandria. 1 would like to have you say whether you had any 
complaints about the coal or the treatment of the coal or any other 





: 
; 
$ 
2 
: 





PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 


complaints against the operation of that plant since you put it into 
operation. 

Mr. Dunn. I can say to my knowledge we have not had any com- 
plaints. I would like to ask Mr. Bisset who is in charge of engineer- 
ing and operations what experience he has had / 

Mr. Bissrr. There was only one case, Congressman. That was be 
fore we covered the pile. We were putting coal into storage and in 
the summertime there are very high winds and a thunderstorm came 
in from the northeast and the winds wiped the coal dust off the pile 
and carried it into this apartment development which is about 220 
yards directly to the south. It did occur at a time when the storm 
was predominantly at that time of the year would come in from 
the northwest. We did not have the pile covered. We did cover it 
and it is our practice to keep it covered. We have never had any 
complaints since then. 

Representative Smirn. Of any kind about the operation of that 
plant although it 1s surrounded by residential areas ¢ 

Mr. Bissrr. That is correct. 

Representative SmirH. They are rather high-class residential areas 
as I recall. 

Mr. Bisser. Yes, sir. At the hearing in Leesburg there was a 
representative from the Alexandria City Council who testified to that 
fact that they had not had any complaints. 

Representative Smiru. I might say that that is my observation. I 
have never heard of any. 

Thank you, Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. Anything further, Mr. Dunn? 

Mr. Dunn. My associate here calls my attention to the fact that 
somewhere between now and 1975 we may have to find the fourth 
site. We don’t know whether that would be on the upper Potomac 
River or not. We doubt it. 

The load growth will dictate in that period of time where another 
plant should be located. 

Senator Morse. Would you make a statement for the record of, 
first, the engineering feasibility, and, second, the difference in cost of 
building a generating plant on a site not at all connected with the 
river ¢ 

Mr. Dunn. That is to be somewhere near a river for water supply. 

Mr. Bissrer. It can be done, Senator, using these so-called cooling 
towers, but you have to have a large volume of water to supply to 
initially fill the cooling system and then for the makeup which you 
would have to do because of evaporation. 

Senator Morsr. The purpose of my question—and then you can 
supplement it in any way you want to—I want to bring out for the 
record what the difference in cost would be if you used the cooling 
tower method without immediate accessibility to a river. Is there any 
location in this area suitable to you, taking into account the cost, 
where you could build the cooling tower operation without the use 
of a river? 

Mr. Bisser. No; I don’t think there would be, Senator, because of 
the capacity of this type of plant that we are talking about. We are 
talking about a plant of 600,000 killowatts capacity. In smaller 
plants that could be done; yes. 
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Senator Morse. There is no available lake from which you could get 
or divert from canals the necessary amount of water to handle your 
cooling towers ? 

Mr. Bisser. We don’t know of any such location. 

Senator Morse. In some few instances in the country it has been 
necessary for power companies to really develop from wells and other 
sources and artificial lakes to use for the cooling tower system. 

Mr. Bisset. That’s correct. 

Senator Morse. We have no natural lake here that you could use by 
way of channeling off of the lake that would supply the water; have 
we! 

Mr. Bisser. No; we do not. 

Senator Morse. So it is your testimony that in the interests of 
the most efficient and economic operation you are going to have to find 
some stream in the area from which you can get some water, if you 
go to the cooling tower method ? 

Mr. Bisser. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Morse. Even if for your cooling towers, to say nothing 
about your direct flow into your condensers. 

Mr. Bisser. That’s correct. 

The use of the cooling towers adds about a million dollars to the 
cost of each unit installed. So in this particular problem we are talk- 
ing about the 4 units would add about $4 million to the initial cost of 
the plants. Then you would lose considerably in the efficiency of 
the operation of the plant. You would not get that cooling effect 
that you do from the river. 

Senator Morse. That is what I wanted to get into the record, that 
kind of evidence, which means in the last analysis a difference in the 
rate. 

Mr. Bisser. Yes. 

Senator Morse. Am I correct that for some weeks of the year, 
maybe a couple of months in the year, the water in this reach of the 
Potomac is so low that when you get your plant completely con- 
structed and in operation, you will have to use some tower cooling 
system for that period of time because if you used the river for the 
entire operation you would practically put the river through your 
condensers ? 

Mr. Busser. That is correct, from the figures we have, the data 
from the United States Engineers the lowest flow I think which oc- 
curred in 1930 and has not occurred since that we would have 2 units 
on river flow operation, the other 2 units would be on cooling tower 
operation for that period of low flow. 

Senator Morse. When the volume of the flow of the river is ade- 
quate you would have the four units operating on the river and none 
on the cooling towers ? 

Mr. Bisser. That is correct. 

Senator Morse. Anything further? Do you gentlemen have any- 
thing further? 

Mr. Dunn. No. 

Senator Morse. Before we close the record, which will be in the 
very next few days, may I say that you are welcome to prepare and 
submit to the clerk of the committee for insertion in the record any 
appropriate memorandum bearing upon the hearings which you would 
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like to submit, either by way of affirmative substantive material or 
by way of rebuttal material. 

That is all, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rettiy. I would like to thank you very much for the atmosphere 
in which this hearing has been conducted. 

Senator Morse. Colonel Adams, may I ask you a further question ? 

Mr. Reilly, I want to have you listen to this question because you 
may wish to supplement ¢ ‘olonel Adams’ testimony. 

Colonel, I understood Mr. Reilly to testify that the River Bend 
Dam if units: on the basis of the information that was placed in 
the record in 1946 would flood 32,000 acres of Virginia land and 16,000 
acres of Maryland land. 

I would like to have your comment on that testimony. 

Colonel Apams. I would like to have the question addressed to Mr. 
Reilly. As I understood, he attributed that information to statements 
I had made in a conference just a few days ago. 

Mr. Remy. Yesterday I thought when I took notes that you had 
read from a footnote and I thought it was public knowledge that 
the figures you were talking about were 48,000 and you broke it down 

Colonel Apams. I did not talk at all about ac reages that would be 
flooded by dams. What I was talking about at that time was the 
acres that would be irrigated. We thought by 1970 or 1975 in Vir- 
ginia and Maryland by supplementary spray irrigation. 

Mr. Remy. Whatever the facts are that is what I want the Sen- 
ator to have. 

Senator Morse. I understand that. 

Colonel Apams. In my testimony this morning I used the figure of 
48,000 acres to support my figure of 160 million. gallons of w ater per 
day supplementary irrigation. That was based on an estimate of 
32,000 acres in Virginia “and 16,000 acres in Maryland. That infor- 
mation I shall call on Mr. Byrd for the name of one of the gentlemen, 
Dr. Young. Do you have the information? We have a letter, a very 
recent letter that we received by letter from Dr. H. N. Young, director 
of the Virginia Agricultural ‘Experiment Station, C larksburg, Va., 
a prediction of acreages in the order of 32,000 under irrigation in the 
Potomac Valley in Virginia by around 1970 to 197 

I understand that Dr. Young is on a enmamittes appointed by the 
Governor of Virginia, a legislative advisory committee with some 
terms of reference pertaining to water resources. And likewise Mr. 
Harry B. Shaw, chief engineer of the Suburban Sanitary Commission 
is On a similar commission appointed by the Governor of Maryland. 

In conferences with Mr. Shaw, we received from him a statement 
in the order of 16,000 acres to be under supplementary spray irriga- 
tion in Maryland. That was the information to which Mr. Reilly 
referred and we have been talking about dams and irrigation in a 
rather intermingled manner and I can see how he got the two somewhat 
confused. 

Senator Morse. For the purpose of the record, would you supply 
for insertion at this point, a memorandum that would show how much 
land in Virginia and Maryland would be flooded by the River Bend 
Dam if built and also include in the memorandum’a statement as to 
the nature and quality and use of that land at the present time? 

Colonel Apams. We will be happy to supply that for the record. 

Senator Morse. Thank you. 
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(The following memorandum was subsequently furnished :) 

Che following data, extracted from the files of the River Bend Dam studies 
prepared in 1943-44 for House Document 622, 79th Congress, pertain to properties 
in Virginia and Maryland which would be involved in the acquisition of lands 
for the reservoir with pool level at 235. The basis of estimate provided for 
purchase of lands to the 241 contour. 

The area flooded at pool level 235 would be 28,320 acres of land and 7,680 
acres of water, or a total lake area of 36,000 acres. Land to be purchased 
at contour 241 would be 34,920 acres, of which 1,570 acres would be in Fairfax 
County, Va.; 15,020 acres in Loudoun County, Va.; 12,920 acres in Montgomery 
County, Md.; and 5,410 acres in Frederick County, Md. 

Of this purchased land, 18,330 acres would be cleared bottom land and 4,020 


acres cleared upland, 4,900 acres of wooded bottom land and 7,670 acres of 
wooded upland. 

Approximately 111 residences consisting essentially of small cabins, having an 
estimated average value in 1944 of less than $2,000, are located almost entirely in 


Maryland. Approximately 20 stores, industrial buildings, or other commercial 
items located in Maryland amounting in cost, as of 1944, to $204,500 will be 
affected. A quarry and tavern in Virginia, estimated to cost $185,000, would be 
purchased. 


The foregoing data represents the only breakdown currently available with 
out extensive fieldwork to bring the land-use appraisal up to date. A prelimi- 
nary reconnaissance would require about 38 weeks and a complete survey would 
require up to 2 months. 

Colonel Apams. Mr. Chairman—— 

Senator Morsr. I was going to ask if you have anything you would 
like to add to the record, and what I said to Mr. Dunn on behalf of 
the company applies also to you and your staff. This record will be 
open for a few days for the ¢ lerk to receive any memorandums that you 


wish to submit either by way of presenting a case in chief or by way 


of rebuttal material. 
Colonel Apams. Surely. 
There are just two or three points I would like to make by way of 
clarification. It was apparent to me that Mr. Sheppard Powell did 
not fully understand my statement about the temperature prevailing 
one-third of the w: ay down from the plants. That leads me to believe 
L m: Ly have stated it so it is not clearly understood by the committee. 

It was not my intention to say that the temperature of 14° above 
the river normally would persist at that level one-third of the way 
down. What I intended to say was that temperatures high enough 
to be significant, I thought would persist about one-third of the way 
down. 

[ am quite familiar with the curves prepared by Chas. T. Main 
which start out with the temperatures at the plants outflow and fall off 
on a curve. From my mental picture of that curve, it shows about 
the third point as being the limit of significant temperature increases. 

Then Mr. Dunn mentioned the flood- ‘pool elevation 225 several times. 

I wanted to point out quite clearly that that flood-pool elevation 
is for a reservoir for the single purpose of providing an adequate 
water supply plus the very minimum releases to prevent worsening 
the pollution condition and that reservoir would not serve the purpose 
of flood control] to any consequential degree or any other purpose that 
would be included in a comprehensive development. 

The flood headwater elevation of the river bend dam recommended 
by the district and division engineering in 1944 was 246. But with 
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regard to headwater elevations and any other features about which 
we can furnish information that would be helpful to the Potomac 
Electric Co. if they consider other sites, my district will be glad to fur- 
lish the company guidance criteria for site re onnaissance purposes 
and as they commence to crystallize on particular sites where we can 
be much more helpful to them, by considering the details of the sites 
and making further studies in connection with the requirements for 
either comprehensive development or water storage, we would be most 
willing to do that. 

I can also assure the company that we realize that they and not we 
should be the ones to decide whom else should be told at any particular 
time about the sites they are considering and we would treat all such 
information in striet confidence. 

I would be glad to cooperate. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much, Colonel. Anything further? 

Colonel Apams. That is everything I have. 

Senator Morsk. Senator, any questions? 

Senator Brain. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge, any questions / 

Representative Smrrn. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Our next witness is Mr. E. 8. Tisdale, director of the Interstate 
Commission on the Potomac River Basin. 

Mr. Tisdale. 

If you don’t mind, Mr. Tisdale, I am going to mark for purposes 
of identification as exhibit 9 a resolution that the clerk of the commit- 
tee has just handed me adopted by the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin at their annual meeting in the Commission 
offices, Transportation Building, Washington, D. C., September 26, 
1955, and ask that it be made a part of the record at this point. You 
may comment on it if you care to. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Exursit No. 9 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER 
BASIN AT THEIR ANNUAL MEETING IN THE COMMISSION OFFICES, TRANSPORTATION 
BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D. C., SEPTEMBER 26, 1955 


Resolved, That the Interstate Commssion on the Potomac River Basin, desires 
to bring to the attention of the citizens of the Washington metropolitan area, 
the probable adverse effects on the Washington public water supply and on the 
aquatic life of the stream from locating a large electric power-generating plant 
on the Potomac a few miles upstream from the intake of the drinking water 
supply, that the Commission recommends to all interested agencies and Govern- 
ment that necessary action be taken to encourage the Potomac Electric Power 
Co. to locate its prospective facilities at a point downstream from the city of 
Washington, and that should the company refuse to locate its facilities down- 
stream from the city of Washington, that all necessary action be taken to prevent 
the construction of the plant, which presents a threat to the public drinking 
water supply and also will affect the aquatic life of the stream detrimentally. 

(Submitted by Ellis 8. Tisdale, director, Interstate Commission on the Poto- 
mac River Basin.) 


STATEMENT OF ELLIS S. TISDALE, DIRECTOR, INTERSTATE 
COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Tispate. Mr. Chairman, I prepared a brief statement concern- 
ing our interest in this matter and at the present time I am serving 
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as director for the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River 
Basin. I have been in this position since July of this year. I shall 
read this brief statement which will take only a few minutes because 
it will bring out the chief points I think of our interest in the matter. 

Before setting forth the official stand of the commission on the 
PEPCO plan location and the possible detrimental effect on the 
or metropolitan public water supply, I should like to review 
briefly the composition, purpose, and accomplishments of the com- 
mission in its 15-year life, indicate our cooperative relationships with 
the Washington District office of the Corps of Engineers to protect 
the water supply and briefly comment upon the action of the com- 
mission, in approving on November 9, 1955, in special session, a plan 
for abatement and control of the Potomac River pollution in the 
Washington metropolitan area. 

Work of the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin: 
This commission is the official agency of the four States, the District 
of Columbia, and the Federal Government to correct and prevent 
detrimental pollution within the 14,500 square miles of the basin. 
Since its work started in 1941, marked progress has been made through 
the organization and effective programs of State pollution control 
agencies in all the States and the District of Columbia. 

The Savage River Dam is already having a flood-control and water- 
conservation effect favorable to downstream communities. 

The discharge of detrimental industrial wastes has been lessened 
through the cooperation of industry. These State pollution control 
programs are improving the Potomac in the upper basin and are 
favorable influences which tend to safeguard the Washington public 
water supply. 

Threats to Washington public water supply: Because of possible 
threats to the W ashington drinking-water supply, the interstate com- 
mission was represented by its director at two meetings this past 
summer at the office of the Washington District Corps of E ngineers, 
attended by Federal and State agencies concerned with pollution con- 
trol and regional planning councils. 

The necessity for a comprehensive master plan for sewage disposal 
for the Washington metropolitan area was outlined at the first meeting. 
At the second meeting the possible detrimental effect. of the loca 
tion of the Pepco plant a few miles upstream from the water nally 

intake was pointed out. 

The interstate commission at its regular fall meeting in Washing- 
ton on September 26, 1955, passed the following resolution : 

That is the resolution you just referred to and I will not bother to 
read that: 

Senator Morse. I did not read it, you can read it. 

Mr. Tispate. All right. [Reading:] 

Resolved, That the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, de- 
Sires to bring to the attention of the citizens of the Washington metropolitan 
area, the probabie adverse effects on the Washington public water supply and 
on the aquatic life of the stream from locating a large electric power gen- 
erating plant on the Potomac a few miles upstream from the intake of the drink- 
ing water supply, that the commission recommends to all interested agencies 
and Government that necessary action be taken to encourage the Potomac 
Electric Power Co. to locate its prospective facilities at a point downstream from 
the city of Washington, and that should the company refuse to locate its facil- 
ities downstream from the city of Washington, that all necessary action be 


a 
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taken to prevent the construction of the plant, which presents a threat to the 
public drinking water supply and also will affect the aquatic life of the stream 
detrimentally. 

Further information bearing upon this particular use of water for 
cooling purposes and its effect upon the stream is contained in the 
September 1955 Quarterly Bulletin, State of Michigan, Water Re- 
sources Commission, under the heading “Heat, a New Pollutant,” 
which reads as follows: 

Sewage disposal men, long familiar with the setting, moved over at the pollu- 


tion conference table to make room for steampower officials at a recent meeting 
in Lansing. 

Fish mortality in the Grand River below Lansing was traced to organic waste- 
loading aggravated by 10° F. temperature rise from power turbine cooling. Dis- 
solved oxygen of the river entering town was believed adequate to handle Lan- 
sing’s sewage-plant effluent but it dropped substantially in passing through the 
turbines. The board of water and light was using the entire riverflow up to 
10) cubic feet per second on days when severe oxygen depletion occurred. 

Though serious in itself, the situation heralds greater trouble to come as power 
needs rise. Much lower flows than this summer’s are to be expected (low 30-day 
period in 1986 summer averaged 56.6 cubic feet per second. 

Reuse of water through cooling towers is indicated as necessary to keep es- 
sential dissolved oxygen content up to requisite minimum. 

tecent action—Interstate Commission on Administrative and Leg- 
islative Plan for Control of Potomac River Pollution: A special com- 
mittee of legal and technical experts from the Commission after care- 
ful study and consider: “sy has developed a plan to control pollution 
in the metropolitan area. This plan has been sent to all intereste: 
Congressmen, asking their support in carrying it out. 

I have a copy of that plan here. 

Under the heading in this report on page 6, Appendix, “Recent 
Threats of Spreading Pollution,” the report carries this statement : 

The announced plans of the Potomac Electric Power Co. to construct a 
major generating plant along the Potomac in the lower corner of Loudoun 
County is a further indication of the impending development of what has here- 
tofore been considered the outlying fringe of the metropolitan area. With the 
construction of any power facility, fears have been expressed by property owners 
on both sides of the Potomac in its vicinity that industrial development may 
ensue in Maryland as well as Virginia. While the power company itself is 
considered a threat to the potability of the District’s water supply, the evolution 
of a substantial industrial area in its neighborhood must be viewed as a possible 
serious menace to the Potomac River from a pollution standpoint. 

Senator Morse. It will be marked for purposes of identification as 
“Exhibit No. 10” of this hearing, a copy of the report of the Interstate 
Commission on the Potomac River Basin Commission entitled “TP ro- 
posed Overall Administrative and Legislative Plan for Abatement 
and Control of Potomac River Pollution in the Washington Metropoli- 
tan Area.” 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Exuisit No. 10 


PROPOSED OVERALL ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGISLATIVE PLAN FOR ABATEMENT AND 
CONTROL OF PoTroMAC RIVER POLLUTION IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 


I. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF GENERAL PRINCIPLES 


The present critical pollution of the Potom: ic River in the Washington metro- 
politan area has resulted from the area’s very large and rapid population growth. 
Coneurrently, there has been a lack of broad overall planning in this field for the 
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orderly future development of the metropolitan area. In addition, the local 
jurisdictions have not been able to provide needed waste collection and treat- 
ment facilities at a rate comparable to the area’s growth. (1) The growing 
magnitude of the problem as it affects the future of the region has not been 
generally recognized, particularly as it relates to the protection of public water 
supplies from the detrimental effects of residential and industrial development. 
As a result, coordinated planning on a metropolitanwide basis has been grossly 
inadequate, Sufficient funds have not been available for constructing com- 
prehensive areawide waste collection and treatment works adequate for present 
and immediately foreseeable needs. The abatement and control of pollution of 
the Potomac must be attacked from a broad metropolitan area standpoint so past 
deficiencies may be corrected and future pollution avoided. 

in this country, water-pollution control traditionally has been primarily a 
State and local responsibility. This stems from the form of government, in 
which the State holds responsibility for all governmental functions not specifi- 
cally delegated to the local governments or granted to the Federal Government, ‘ 
Congress has repeatedly recognized this principle of primary State responsibility ‘ 
in its considerations of many Federal water-pollution-control bills, in its enact- 
ment of the Federal water-pollution-control law, and in its review of this law 
in 1953 and in 1955. Congress, however, also has recognized that there is a 
Federal interest inherent in interstate pollution and in the overall problem of 
pollution control insofar as the general welfare of the Nation is affected. 

The Washington metropolitan area pollution problem, although having both 
local and interstate aspects, also has a special aspect which is significant in 
relation to the Federal interest in and responsibility concerning this problem. 
Washington is the Nation’s Capitol and as such is the focus of attention of the 
entire Nation. In many respects it is a show place for the world. Its influence 
as a symbol to the Nation cannot be overlooked. In many ways what happens in 
Washington sets a pattern for action in other parts of the country. 

Because Washington is the Nation’s Capital there has been tremendous 
growth in the surrounding areas as well as in the District. Such growth has 
far exceeded the resources of the jurisdictions for financing necessary expansion 
of many types of public works. Federal responsibility for the Federal impact 
on other communities has been recognized by the provision of Federal funds 
to such communities for construction of public works, such as sewage-treatment 
facilities and schools. 

Another factor must be considered. In this region the Federal agencies 
occupy within the local jurisdictions large areas of high potential tax value. 
The areas so occupied are removed from the tax resources of the local jurisdic- 
tions, thus materially limiting their ability to finance necessary and expensive 
local public improvements. 

During the past 10 years all local jurisdictions have demonstrated an awareness 
of their responsibilities for the control of pollution (2)... They have developed 
plans for the collection and treatment of wastes, although in most cases these 
plans were calculated to meet local needs rather than area needs especially those 
which are now emerging as critically urgent problems (3)... Some coordination 
of planning among the jurisdictions has occurred but not to the point where all 
af the factors have been coordinated on a completely broad metropolitan area 
basis. Certainly, there are not now in existence any comprehensive metro- 
politanwide plans which anticipate the contrel of river pollution as and when 
this region approaches saturation development. 

It is believed that each jurisdiction has or can obtain the necessary competence 
to handle the detailed planning, the construction, and the operation of necessary 
pollution abatement works. In Virginia and Maryland competent State pollu- 
tion control agencies exist to insure hat local action conforms to overall State 
requirements. Also under the Federal water pollution control law certain 
standby authority for pollution control of interstate waters resides with the 
United States Public Health Service (4).’ 


II, REQUIREMENTS 


The Washington metropolitan area pollution problem cannot be permanently 
corrected in the fact of further metropolitan growth unless: 
1. A comprehensive areawide pollution control plan is developed: 







1 See appendix notes. 
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2. The necessary pollution abatement and control works are constructed 


by the local jurisdictions in accordance with such comprehensive pollution 
control plan; and 

8. The necessary financing for such work is secured by the 
communities. 

Within the framework of basic principles discussed in section I, effective 
pollution abatement and control for the metropolitan area must spring from a 
coordinating agency which would 

1. Develop a comprehensive overall metropolitan pollution abatement 
and control plan in cooperation with the local, State, and Federal agencies 
concerned ; and 

2. Provide guidance to the local jurisdictions in their implementation of 

such a pollution abatement and control plan, 


various 


{. Coordinating agency 


Any effective plan for abating and controlling the area pollution must be 
based on the established congressional policy of recognizing the primary re- 
sponsibilities and rights of the States in controlling pollution. The coordinating 
agency should represent all of the jurisdictions, either directly or through the 
State agencies primarily concerned. The primary interest of such an agency 
should be the reduction and elimination of pollution. Preferably the coordinat- 
ing agency should be an existing interstate agency whose duties and responsibili 
ties are adequately defined and has been authorized by the Federal Government 
and the State and other jurisdictions concerned. It is essential that the coordinat- 
ing agency should possess the stature and the administrative and technical 
ability to guide the local jurisdictions in the development and implementation 
of a comprehensive metropolitan area pollution control plan. 

Inasmuch as the solution of the Washington metropolitan area pollution prob- 
lem is conditioned by pollution control and water use practices in the Potomac 
River Basin above Washington, the coordinating agency should have repre- 
sentation from the State agencies controlling such practices in the upper basin. 
It need not itself have such control since the standby authority of the Public 
Health Service under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act could be invoked 

| if ever needed to supplement State control action. 

| The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin appears to be the 

| logical agency for coordinating the development and implementation of a com- 
prehensive metropolitan pollution abatement and control plan for the Wash- 
ington area. The primary mission of the Commission is to encourage the abate- 
ment of pollution in the Potomac Basin and through such encouragement to 
bring about optimum use of the basin’s waters. It was formulated by legislative 
acts of the four States concerned, the District of Columbia, and Congress. The 
duties and responsibilities of the Commission are clearly defined and are well 
understood by the Federal Government and by the State and local jurisdictions, 
It has worked intimately with all of the Washington area jurisdictions for 
many years on all aspects of the area pollution problem and also with the 
various Federal agencies concerned. Although the staff of the Commission would 
require supplementation, the administrative, legislative, and technical expe- 
rience and ability residing in the Commission members and present staff are 
more than ample to enable the Commission to function as an effective area 
coordinating agency. The Commission members provide broad representation 
from the legislative, industrial, and technical interests of the State and other 
jurisdictions in the Potomac Basin. It has ample authority under the provisions 
of its interstate compact to work directly with the local jurisdictions and to 
employ or otherwise obtain whatever administrative or technical consultation 
or assistance may be needed. The Commission could act as the coordinating 
agency without additional legislation by the Federal Government, the States, 
or the local jurisdictions. Thus the relinquishment of any existing State or 
local authority or the assumption of that authority by a Federal or other agency 
would not be necessary. 

It is recognized of course that under Public Law 592, 82d Congress, the 
National Capital Regional Planning Council was established. This Council was 
“authorized to adopt and, from time to time, amend, or extend, a general plan 
for the development of the region, to serve as a general framework or guide of 
development within which each part of the region may be more precisely planned 
by the appropriate agency or agencies. * * * As the basis for its plans, the 
Council shall at all times give consideration to those features of any plan duly 
adopted by the Commission (National Capital Planning Commission) or any 
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planning agency appropriate for incorporation in the general plan for the region.” 
It is quite apparent that the Regional Planning Council must attempt to coordi- 
nate the efforts of a wide variety of other agencies having interests in the 
metropolitan area. Hence, the Council could readily accommodate a pollution 
control plan developed under the guidance of the Potomac River Basin Com- 
mission especially since to date it has done no planning of this kind itself. On 
the other hand, any plan for pollution control developed under the Potomac 
River Basin Commission’s guidance must be fully coordinated with whatever 
regional planning information can be secured from and through the Regional 
Council. It is not believed that the proposal made herein conflicts in any way 
with the purposes or prerogatives of the Regional Planning Council but rather 
through appropriate coordination between the agencies would be complementary 
to the work of the Council which has been without funds in any way sufficient 
to prepare a regional master plan much less undertake any significant concen- 
tration on the pollution aspects of such a plan. 


B. Development of metropolitan area pollution control plan 

The various jurisdictions are even at this time proceeding with extensive 
construction designed for pollution abatement. These works and those shortly 
to be undertaken under financing already arranged will greajly improve the 
condition of the Potomac. It is evident however that construction of these 
improvements will not provide the final solution of the pollution problem because 
the potential sources of pollution wil become more numerous as metropolitan 
growth proceeds. Thus sources of pollution both existing and threatened already 
are developing in areas not covered by the past analyses and present construction 
programs of the several local jurisdictions. 

The adequacy and suitability of a water supply will ultimately be the only 
natural factor limiting metropolitan growth. The Potomac now supplies the 
water needs of over 1 million persons in the area including the District of 
Columbia, Arlington County, Falls Church, and parts of Fairfax, Montgomery, 
and Prince Georges Counties. While public supplies are taken from the Patux- 
ent River and Occoquan Creek for use in metropolitan Maryland and Virginia 
respectively, the ultimate water needs of these areas will undoubtedly exceed 
the maximum potential of these smaller sources and relief will be sought from 
the Potomac or its tributaries. Recent and proposed future development in 
the Potomac Valley above tidewater, both residential and industrial, as with the 
proposal to construct a major generating plant in Loudoun County, Va., make 
it clear that what up to now has been a water source of good quality is being 
threatened with serious degradation from potential waste discharges. Only 
by protection of the river above the water intakes from pollution and by the 
maintenance of adequate flow (5)* can the development potential of the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area be realized. Therefore, planning and legislative steps 
should be taken to preserve from pollution the main water supply of the metro- 
politan area. 

It is now apparent that growth greater than considered in past studies may 
be expected to accelerate as the central core of the area approaches saturation. 
The metropolitan community as a whole must be prepared to cope with the 
growing pollution threat which may be expected to result therefrom. This will 
require a pollution control plan predicated upon analysis of population growth, 
land uses, and the development potential and pattern to be expected. Such 
pollution control plan must evaluate all existing and presently proposed pollu- 
tion control facilities and must provide for their integration as far as feasible 
into a coordinated pattern of comprehensive works collectively equal to the 
foreseeable task. 

Information relating to future population growth, land uses, densities of 
occupancy and the distributions of Federal establishments within the area must 
be secured from the appropriate agencies in the area directly concerned with 
such problems including the National Capital Planning Commission and the 
National Capital Regional Planning Council. Such information is essential for 
a determination of the potential sources and quantities of wastes. 

All factors considered must be subjected to engineering and economic analyses 
to establish a choice between many alternative solutions. Finally, the desir- 
able dates for the construction of future pollution control works must be coordi- 
nated in a timetable which will insure that the facilities are available when 


1 See appendix note. 
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needed. The costs of such pollution control works and the abilities of the respec- 
tive local communities to finance such works when needed must also be developed. 

The making of any such pollution abatement and control plan is of course 
beyond the present financial resources of the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin. It is believed, however, that for the reasons stated above 
this Commission is the agency best suited to undertake the preparation of such 
a plan and to guide the local communities in their execution of such a plan. 
The Federal interest in the area as pointed out in section I is sufficient to justify 
a direct Federal appropriation for the use of the Commission which would be 
used exclusively to defray the cost of pollution plan preparation and coordina- 
tion. The Commission therefore recommends early consideration by the Congress 
of the United States of this proposal. 


C. Implementation of metropolitan pollution control plans 


Only after objective study and the development of a pollution abatement and 
control plan will it be possible to determine the cost of bringing the Potomac 
into suitable condition and maintaining it in such condition. Considering the 
rapidly rising debt of all communities in the metropolitan area, much of which 
has been or is being assumed for their current local pollution-abatement programs, 
it is very probable that future progress will depend entirely upon the ability of 
these communities to continue to pile debt upon debt as their credit approaches 
exhaustion. 

If local jurisdictions needing costly pollution-control works cannot themselves 
finance such works then the collective metropolitan welfare will suffer. If 
combination sanitary and storm-water collection systems are to be replaced to 
prevent occasional wet weather discharges to the river, vast sums must be 
expended. It appears logical, therefore, to consider the Federal interest and 
responsibility in the Washington area pollution problem, as noted in section I, 
as well as the probable need for Federal financial aid to the communities if an 
adequate pollution-control program is to be sustained. Any Federal financial 
assistance within the area should be based on the responsibilities and financial 
resources of the local jurisdictions, the responsibility of the Federal Government, 
and the necessity for collective action proceeding on an accelerated and a 
coordinated basis. 

Federal aid could take the form of construction grants and loans or grants only, 
covering some proportion of the total cost of any given sewage works facility 
undertaken by a local community. The grant portion in any such instance might 
well cover as much as 50 percent of the total requirement. If Federal loans are 
found to be desirable, these should be available only when local jurisdictions 
cannot borrow from established lending agencies at reasonable rates of interest. 
Federal loans under these circumstances might become subordinate to the existing 
indebtedness of the local jurisdictions. Provision of any Federal aid should be 
conditioned upon the local jurisdiction’s adherence to the comprehensive pollution 
plan and time schedule for the area. 

Since the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin does not appear 
to have authority to receive and disburse Federal funds for construction pur- 
poses, it is probable that it could not serve as the agency for the handling of 
whatever Federal financial aid might be provided for the metropolitan pollu- 
tion-control program. The United States Public Health Service, however, could 
serve as the agency for administering Federal aid for works constructed in 
accordance with the plan developed and maintained by the commission. It is 
the logical Federal agency to do this, in view of its responsibility under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act for the correction of interstate pollution 
and its present authorization under that act for making grants and loans to 
interstate, State, and locai agencies for the planning and construction of pollu- 
tion-abatement works. Furthermore, the Public Health Service is well 
acquainted with the local problem and with the operation of the commission. 
It has worked closely with the commission and in the past has provided the 
commission with a great deal of technical consultative assistance. 


IlI. CONCLUSION 


1. The most pressing and immediate need is for a comprehensive areawide 
pollution-control plan under which all future construction needs of the various 
jurisdictions and the time schedule for such construction would be developed. 

2. Congress should provide Federal financial assistance for developing a com- 
prehensive metropolitanwide plan and should designate the Interstate Commis- 
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sion on the Potomatic River Basin as the coordinating agency to do this in 
cooperation with the local jurisdictions and State and Federal agencies con- 
cerned. 

3. Primary responsibility for construction and operation of waste-treatment 
works within the framework of a broad metropolitan-area plan should remain 
with the local communities including the District of Columbia. 

4. Federal aid to the local jurisdictions in the form of construction grants 
may be necessary if waste-treatment works are to be constructed to the extent 
and at the rate needed. Determination of the type and amount of such aid 
should follow the completion of a comprehensive metropolitan area pollution- 
control plan. It should be based upon an evaluation of— 

(a) The extent of Federal responsibility, and 
(b) The ability of the local communities to finance the higher degree of 
waste treatment needed to maintain a clean river for the Nation’s Capital. 

Such Federal financial aid could most logically be provided through the United 
States Public Health Service. 

The Public Health Service should continue its cooperative support of the 
Potomatic River Commission and State and local programs. It should be pre- 
pared to take enforcement action under the provisions of the Federal water- 
pollution-control law in the event such a step becomes necessary and is requested 
by the States. 

Implementation of the above recommendations would utilize the existing local, 
State, interstate, and Federal jurisdictions and agencies to the optimum degree 
possible and each would operate within its acknowledged sphere of activity. 
By such coordinated and cooperative action, the Nation's river, the Potomac, 
would be restored and preserved. 

(November 7, 1955.) 


APPENDIX TO PROPOSED OVERALL ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGISLATIVE PLAN FOR 


CORRECTION OF PoToMAC RIVER POLLUTION IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN 
AREA 


As amplification, support, or explanation of statements contained in the basic 
report, the following will be of value: 


Note (1) 


RESUME OF MOST SERIOUS SOURCES OF POLLUTION IN THE IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN AREA AND PRESENT LOCAL PROGRESS FOR THEIR CORRECTION 


District of Columbia 


Situation.—Dutfing the month of maximum flow of 1955, the District’s primary 
sewage-treatment plant at Blue Plains removed only 27 percent of the b. o. d. 
and 49 percent of the suspended solids from an average flow of 218 million 
gallons per day. This resulted in the delivery of 61.5 tons of b. o. d. daily 
to the Potomac. Mean annual flows through this plant are 159 million gallons 
per day, of which about 16 million gallons per day is generated in nearby 
Maryland communities. 

Correction.—Construction of the first half of secondary sewage-treatment 
facilities at Blue Plains will be started in early 1956 and be completed for the 
summer of 1958, providing b. o. d. removals of 60 percent and suspended solids 
removals of 65 percent. Forty-four tons of b. o. d. per day will then be deliv- 
ered to the river. Construction of the second half of the secondary plant will 
begin in the summer of 1956 and be completed for service during the summer 
of 1959. This will provide 80 percent b. 0. d. removal and 85 percent suspended 
solids removal and during a maximum summer month will deliver 22 tons of 
b. o. d. daily to the river. This plant will treat sewage originating in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia as well as sewage originating in the Washington Suburban 
Sanitary District and delivered to the District’s system. Chlorination of 
effluent now practiced will be continued. 

Situation.—The Anacostia River now receives approximately 27 million gallons 
per day of sewage flows originating in the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
District. Primary treatment is accorded to approximately 7 million gallons 
per day of this flow. Low flows cause septic conditions in this stream on many 
occasions during summer months. 
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Correction.—ASs a result of an agreement reached between the sanitary com- 
mission and the District of Columbia, all sewage generated in the Anacostia 
Valley in Maryland will be delivered to the District’s sewage system for treat- 
went at Blue Plains. Trunk sewers and pumping station for this purpose are 
now under construction. Pending completion of the Anacostia Freeway be 
tween East Capitol and South Capitol Streets, which coineides with route of 
Maryland’s Anacostia trunk sewer, between these limits Maryland flows will 
enter the District’s Anacostia main interceptor at Blaine Street. This inter- 
ceptor has adequate dry-weather capacity for anticipated flows from both the 
District and Maryland. During times of rain the slightly increased flows may 
be expected to exceed the capacity of the District’s sewer and some discharges 
to the Anacostia River near Blaine Street are to be expected. These will be 
temporary in character and will not occur upon completion of the Maryland 
trunk, which will occur in 1958 or 1959. 

Situation.—Washington’s combined sanitary and storm-water sewers serve 
approximately one-half its area. There are some 70 points at which relief 
outlets from this system discharge mixtures of storm water and dilute domestic 
sewage during times of moderate and heavy rainfall. These empty into the 
Potomac, Rock Creek, and the Anacostia. Dry-weather flows are intercepted 
and carried to the sewage-treatment plant. Periodically during months of 
maximum flow, the undersized B Street and New Jersey Avenue interceptor is 
overcharged. On these occasions, dry-weather raw sewage flows to the Potomac 
in substantial quantities have occurred at 27th and G Streets and adjacent to 
the Water Gate. Obstruction of regulator devices by debris occasionally results 
in dry-weather discharges from others of the combined sewer overflow outlets. 

Correction.—Behavior of the combined system, and remedial measures where 
defects appear, are now under intensive study by a board of engineers, retained 
for this purpose by the District of Columbia in July 1954. Board report and 
recommendations are expected in July 1956. While dry-weather overflows to 
the river, ete., do not occur during the greater part of the year, the construction 
of a relief sewer for the B Street and New Jersey Avenue interceptor is sched- 
uled in the District’s 10-year program, with work beginning in 1957. Objective 
will be assured elimination of all dry-weather overflows and reduction in fre- 
quency of wet-weather discharges. Divorcement of selected combined system 
areas in upper Potomac, upper Rock Creek, and Anacostia regions has been ac- 
complished and continuing divorcement work in fringe locations is still in progress 
as funds permit. 
irlington 

Situation.—Arlington County is served by a primary sewage-treatment plant 
having a designed capacity of 20 million gallons per day. Average annual flows 
for the past year were 11.26 million gallons per day, from which 72.2 percent 
suspended solids and 39.4 percent b. 0. d. were removed. Of a total countiy 
population of 157,000, 149,526 within the county are connected to the sewer 
system. Approximately 13,000 persons outside the county are also connected 
to the Arlington system. 

Correction.—The present program indicates construction of secondary sewage- 
treatment facilities may not be completed before 1970; the starting date of 
construction to be determined primarily by river conditions subsequent to 
District’s plant additions. 

Situation.—Raw sewage discharges to the Potomac originating in a portion of 
the Rosslyn area are approximately 1 percent of the total county sewage flow. 

Correction.—Pumping station and force main to convey this sewage into the 
main system and then to treatment will be constructed during the current year. 
This will remove all untreated sewage flows originating in Arlington from the 
river. 

Situation.—The effluent from the sewage treatment plant is discharged into 
Four Mile Run, having an average flow of 18 cubic feet per second. This run 
also receives substantial quantities of untreated sewage from the Alexandria 
sewage system. The stream is greatly overloaded, and septic conditions are not 
infrequent. 

Correction.—Intercepting sewers to remove Alexandria sewage from Four Mile 
Run are under contract. An outfall sewer from the Arlington plant to the 
Potomac River is currently scheduled to be built sometime between 1970 and 
1985. Condition of Four Mile Run subsequent to removal of raw Alexandria 
sewage may influence outfall construction date. 
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Fairfaxr County 

Situation.—In the rapidly growing Fairfax area great numbers of homes have 
depended upon septic tanks for sewage disposal. Many difficulties have ensued 
with septic tank overflows appearing on the ground surface and finding their 
ways into streams tributary to the Potomac. 

Correction.—Fairfax County is well underway in an extensive sewer-construc- 
tion program designed to eliminate this septic-tank nuisance and remove such 
untreated overflows from the natural waters. 

Fairfax has completed and now operates a sewage-treatment plant providing 
60 to 65 percent b. o. d. removal from sewage generated in the Holmes Run and 
Black Lick watersheds. The chlorinated plant effluent is discharged to Hunting 
Creek from the south. 

Fairfax is participating with the city of Alexandria in the joint construction 
of a secondary treatment plant scheduled for completion in 1956, having 18 mil- 
lion gallons per day capacity with expected b. o. d. removals of 80 percent 
Major relief construction for overloaded Holmes Run interceptor is included in 
work already unde@ contract. 

To handle sewage generated in watersheds not tributary to the major plants 
listed above, Fairfax is undertaking early construction of a 0.75 million gallons 
per day secondary plant in Pimmit Run, 1.25 million gallons per day primary 
plant on Little Hunting Creek, and 1.67 million gallons per day primary plant 
on Dogue Creek. County authorities have indicated early design of secondary 
facilities for the proposed Dogue Creek plant as an outgrowth of local protests 

General—Within Fairfax County, Fort Belvoir has a primary treatment 
plant serving approximately 25,000 with no immediate plans for secondary treat- 
ment. Elsewhere, Fairfax County has scattered partial treatment facilities, 
septic tanks, and cesspools not yet served by the public sewer system. The 
towns of Vienna, Fairfax, and Herndon each operate sewage-treatment plants. 
The town of Vienna is now taking bids for plant expansion. Expansion of the 
Herndon plant is now under contemplation. The town of Fairfax within the 
past 2 years has placed in service a secondary plant having about 90 percent 
b. o. d. removal; early expansion of this plant is understood to be under con- 
sideration. 
i\lerandria 

Situation.—Alexandria has always discharged raw sewage directly into the 
Potomae and its adjacent tributaries from a number of points. Much of the 
sewer system is of the combined type. 

Correction.—Interceptors and pumping stations now under construction would 
remove dry weather flows from the Potomac originating in Alexandria. Ex 
penditure of $100,000 is scheduled for separation of some combined sewers 
A secondary sewage-treatment plant being jointly financed with Fairfax County 
is under construction. This has a designed capacity of 18 million gallons per 
day with 80 percent b. 0. d. removal expected. Plant effluent is to be discharged 
into Hunting Creek which has a natural flow of 1.83 million gallons per day, its 
capacity to assimilate the load resulting from this effluent is in doubt. 


Maryland 


Situation—The most acute pollution problem in the Maryland area is the 
Anacostia River described above. 

Correction.—Corrective steps for this area are described above. 

Situation.—The city of Rockville has a population of about 11,500, using a 
primary treatment plant of only one-quarter the necessary capacity. The effluent 
and overflow from this enter Cabin John Creek and the effect is apparent in the 
Potomac. 

Correction.—While Rockville has been under orders from the Maryland State 
Health Department to correct this condition, concrete action has not been taken. 
Negotiations between the city and the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commis- 
sion looking toward delivery of Rockville’s sewage to the commission’s system 
with eventual treatment by the District at Blue Plains are understood to be in 
progress. An alternative under consideration by the city is the construction of 
a complete plant in the Cabin John Valley. 

General.—The sewage-treatment plant for the town of Gaithersburg is sub- 
jected to periodic overloading by cannery wastes. In several locations in Mary- 
land counties, subdivision are without sewage-disposal facilities. The Wash- 
ington Suburban Sanitary Commission is undertaking extensive trunk-line con- 
struction to serve such areas. 
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Note (2) 


Current pollution abatement programs, Washington metropolitan area, 
expenditures, 1950-60 only 


Jurisdiction 1950-55 1955-60 Tot 


Alexandria, Va., sanitation authority ( 2 $8. 546, 500 





{ 
Arlington County, Va $3, 610. 000 $1, 095, 500 4, 705, 500 
Distriet of Columbia___- . : 6, 059, 000 17, 911, 000 23. 970, 000 
} > Ws . f 2,200,000 |) tem 

iirfax County, Va__- , ; 1, 500, 000 13 (16, 300, 000) | 3, 700, 000 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 4, 264, 000 13, 037, 000 17, 301, 000 
Total. 58, 223, 000 

1 Work in progress. 

2 $2,380,000 of this expenditure to be reimbursed by Fairfax County from future venues not listed he 

’ While much of this will remove septic-tank seepage from streams, etc., figure is not used in total 


Sizable pollution abatement and control programs are now under way in the 
Washington metropolitan area. While these extend beyond 1960, in most cases 
the table above is confined to work to be performed during present decade. These 

re the result of years of engineering planning with necessary financing for the 
most part already arranged. Extensive construction is in progress and more 
is scheduled for the immediate future. The foregoing figures do not include nor- 
mal service extensions and internal system betterments, but are comprised for 
the most part of interceptors, trunk sewers, and pumping and sewage treatment 
facilities. Expenditures of the smaller cities and towns are not included above. 
Upon completion of work already programed, there should be no dry-weather dis- 
charges of raw sewage to the Potomac, and except for Arlington and two proposed 
small Fairfax plants (for which secondary designs have been authorized) and 
ort Belvoir, all sewage discharges to the river will have received from 60 to 
SO percent treatment. The bases of design for the Alexandria, present Fairfax, 
ind District plants (the latter to handle Maryland sewage also) make provision 
for populations expected to be tributary to such plants in 1970 or later. The 
backlog of acute requirements for pollution-control facilities resulting from recent 
population expansion will be largely satisfied by these programs. 


Note (3) 
RECENT THREATS OF SPREADING POLLUTION 


It is understood that some ten or a dozen Federal agencies, most of which are 
presently situated within the District of Columbia, now have under consideration 
the possibility of relocating their activities to points elsewhere in the metro- 
politan area. Recognizing that adequate sites are scarce within the developed 
regions, it appears probable that such agencies when relocating will tend to dis- 
tribute themselves throughout the generally undeveloped portions of the metro- 
politan area. The announcement of the Atomic Energy Commission of its selec- 

on of a site near Germantown, Md., in the Senaca watershed in a case in point. 
The selection of a site near Langley, Va., by the Central Intelligence Agency 
for its new offices further illustrates the trend. With each such installation it 
inust be expected that there will shortly develop a satellite community which 
together with the Federal establishment itself will generate sewage wastes in 
quantities requiring special handling and treatment facilities. The announced 
plans of the Potomac Electric Power Co. to construct a major generating plant 

long the Potomac in the lower corner of Loudoun County is a further indication 
of the impending development of what has heretofore been considered the outlying 
fringe of the metropolitan area. With the construction of any power facility 
fears have been expressed by property owners on both sides of the Potomac in its 
Vicinity that industrial development may ensue in Maryland as well as Virginia. 
While the power company itself is considered a threat to the potability of the 
District’s water supply, the evolution of a substantial industrial area in its neigh- 
horhood must be viewed as a possible serious menace to the Potomac River from 
| pollution standpoint. 
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Subdivisions of various sizes have developed in many parts of Prince Georges 
and Charles Counties at points remote from existing sewage collection systems. 
Similarly, the recent application for construction of a sewage treatment plant 
to serve the proposed subdivision initially called McLean Heights in Fairfax 
County, Va., indicates the pressures for metropolitan expansion which are now 
coming into existence. 

The types of growth illustrated above are believed to be typical of what must 
be expected from now on. The piecemeal handling of the wastes from each in- 
dividual establishment or development can be expected to culminate in a gen- 
erally chaotic condition where their aggregate effect, in spite of individual 
sewage treatment, can become not only a menace to the public water supply 
but so degrade the river as to largely vitiate the beneficial effect to be expected 
from much of the remedial construction now planned or recently completed else- 
where in the metropolitan area. 





Note (4) 
Extracts From Existing Laws WirH Respect to POLLUTION CONTROL 


The Water Pollution Control Commission of the State of Maryland was created 
in 1947. Extracted from its enabling act is the following: 


“(1947 Supp., art. 19A, sec. 80, 1947, ch. 697, sec. 30) 


“36. It shall be the duty of the Commission to study, investigate and from time 
to time recommend ways and means of eliminating from the waters of the 
State, so far as practicable, all substances and materials which pollute or tend 
to pollute the same and to recommend methods, as far as practicable, for pre- 
venting pollution as defined in Section 34. 

“The Commission is hereby authorized to encourage voluntary cooperation 
by the citizens of the State and by the industries, municipalities, counties, 
metropolitan districts and the State in restoring, preserving and maintaining 
the purity of the waters of the State for the greatest benefit of all the people of 
the State; to coordinate and stimulate the activities of the several State agencies 
now concerned with water pollution; to enforce existing laws relating to the 
abatement of pollution of the waters of the State; to supplement and expand 
existing technical or other water pollution data by study, investigation, research 
or other means that may be available; to cooperate with, assist and aid other 
State agencies engaged in assembling, accumulating or developing additional 
data or information on water pollution; to cooperate with, assist and aid other 
State agencies in enforcing water pollution laws or regulations; to recommend 
standards for sewage or waste effluents discharged into the waters of the State; 
to receive complaints or petitions relating to the pollution or alleged pollution 
of the waters of the State and to investigate and take such action as hereinafter 
provided; to conduct hearings, upon due notice, as may be advisable or neces- 
sary for the discharge of duties under this subtitle; to issue a special order or 
orders directing any person in this State causing the pollution of the State 
waters to secure within the time toward the reduction, control, abatement, and 
prevention of such pollution; * * *” 

The State Water Control Law of Virginia, chapter 2, title 62, Code of Vir- 
ginia, provides in part as follows: 

62-11 “(6) ‘Pollution’ means the discharge or deposit of sewage, industrial 
wastes, or other wastes, in such condition, manner, or quantity, as may cause 
waters of the State to be contaminated, unclean, or impure to such an extent 
as to make such waters directly or indirectly detrimental to the public health 
or to the health of animals, fish, or aquatic life; unsuitable with reasonable 
treatment for use as present or possible future sources of public water supply; 
or unsuitable for recreational, commercial, industrial, agricultural, or other 
reasonable uses; provided that the discharge or deposit of sewage, industrial 
waste or other waste by any owner which from such owner alone would cause 
no pollution yet, in the aggregate of all such discharge or deposit by other 
owners in any State waters, causes the same to be polluted is ‘pollution’ for the 
terms and purposes of this law;” 

66-12 “Control by State as to pollution: No right to continue existing pollu- 
tion in any State water shall exist nor shall such right be or be deemed to have 
been acquired by virtue of past or future pollution by any owner. The right 
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and control of the State in and over all State waters is hereby expressly re- 
served and reaffirmed.” 

62-13 “Public policy regarding discharge of sewage or wastes in State waters: 
The discharge by any owner not having a certificate issued by the Board, of 
sewage, industrial wastes, or any noxious or deleterious substances into State 
waters, which is detrimental to the public health, or to animal or aquatic life, 
or to the uses of such waters for domestic or industrial consumption or for rec- 
reation, is hereby declared to be against public policy.” 

Elsewhere, chapter 2, title 62 of the Code of Virginia creates a State water 
control board to exercise general supervision over the administration and en- 
forcement of this law and carry out the general purpose of the act. 

The Water Pollution Control Act, Public Law 845, 80th Congress, contains 
the following language: 

“Sec. 2. (a) The Surgeon General shall, after careful investigation, and in 
cooperation with other Federal agencies, with State water pollution agencies and 
interstate agencies, and with the municipalities and industries involved, prepare 
or adopt comprehensive programs for eliminating or reducing the pollution of 
interstate waters and tributaries thereof and improving the sanitary conditions 
of surface and underground waters.” 

* * * 7. * + = 

“Sec. 2. (d) (1) The pollution of interstate waters in or adjacent to any State 
or States (whether the matter causing or contributing to such pollution is dis- 
charged directly into such waters or reaches such waters after discharge into 
a tributary of such waters), which endangers the health or welfare of persons 
in a State other than that in which the discharge originates, is hereby declared 
to be a public nuisance and subject to abatement as herein provided. 

(2) Whenever the Surgeon General, on the basis of reports, surveys, and 
studies, finds that any pollution declared to be a public nuisance by paragraph 
(1) of this subsection is occurring, he shall give formal notification thereof to 
the person or persons discharging any matter causing or contributing to such 
pollution and shall advise the water pollution agency or interstate agency of 
the State or States where such discharge or discharges originate of such notifica- 
tion. This notification may outline recommended remedial measures which are 
reasonable and equitable in that case and shall specify a reasonable time to 
secure abatement of the pollution. If action calculated to secure abatement of 
the pellution within the time specified is not commenced, this failure shall again 
be brought to the attention of the person or persons discharging the matter and 
of the water pollution agency or interstate agency of the State or States where 
such discharge or discharges originate. The notification to such agency may 
be accompanied by a recommendation that it initiate a suit to abate the pollution 
in a court of proper jurisdiction. 

“(3) If, within a reasonable time after the second notification by the Surgeon 
General, the person or persons discharging the matter fail to initiate action to 
abate the pollution or the State water pollution agency or interstate agency 
fails to initiate a suit to secure abatement, the Federal Security Administrator 
is authorized to call a public hearing, to be held in or near one or more of the 
places where the discharge or discharges causing or contributing to such pollu- 
tion originate, before a board of five or more persons appointed by the Admin- 
istrator, who may be officers or employees of the Federal Security Agency or 
of the water pollution agency or interstate agency of the State or States where 
such discharge or discharges originate (except that at least one of the members 
of the board shall be a representative of the water. pollution agency of the State 
or States where such discharge or discharges originate and at least one shall 
be a representative of the Department of Commerce, and not less than a majority 
of the board shall be persons other than officers or employees of the Federal 
Security Agency). On the basis of the evidence presented at such hearing 
the board shall make its recommendations to the Federal Security Administrator 
concerning the measures, if any, which it finds to be reasonable and equitable to 
secure abatement of such pollution. 

“(4) After affording the person or persons discharging the matter causing or 
contributing to the pollution reasonable opportunity to comply with the recom- 
mendations of the board, the Federal Security Administrator may, with the con- 
sent of the water pollution agency (or of any officer or agency authorized to 
give such consent) of the State or States in which the matter causing or con- 
tributing to the pollution is discharged, request the Attorney General to bring a 
suit on behalf of the United States to secure abatement of the pollution. 

69600—55———_-7 
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“(5) Before or after any suit authorized by paragraph (4) is commenced, 
any person who is alleged to be discharging matter contributing to the pollution, 
abatement of which is sought, may, with the consent of the water pollution 
agency (or of any officer or agency authorized to give such consent) of the 
State in which such matter is discharged, be joined as a defendant. The Court 
shall have power to enforce its judgment against any such defendant.” 

There is now pending in the Congress of the United States a bill known as 
S. 890 “to extend and strengthen the Water Pollution Control Act” which was 
passed by the Senate on June 17, 1955, and reported out with amendments by 
the Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives on July 26, 1955. The 
standby enforcement authority which would be granted the Surgeon General 
by the pending bill while a modification of the language quoted above would 
substitute somewhat less complex procedures to be followed under these 
circumstances. 

The following is extracted from the Code of Maryland with respect to the 
State board of health: 


(An. Code, 1939, sec. 378: 1924, see. 334; 1912, sec. 275; 1914, ch. 810, sec. 7) 


“371. When the State Board of Health finds, upon investigation, that any of 
the waters of the State are being, or are liable to become, polluted in a way 
dangerous to health, or so as to be in any way a nuisance, and such condition 
is due to the fact that there is no, or only a partial, system of public water 
supply, sewerage or refuse disposal in a certain County, municipality, district, 
subdivision or locality; or in case absence or incompleteness of a public system 
of water supply, sewerage or refuse disposal in any County, municipality, district, 
subdivision or locality is, in the opinion of the State Board of Health, sufficiently 
prejudicial to the health or comfort of that or any other County, municipality, 
district, subdivision or locality; then the State Board of Health may issue an 
order to the effect that a public system of water supply, sewerage or refuse dis- 
posal shall be installed and put into operation, or the existing system completed, 
in that County, municipality, district, subdivision or locality, within a specified 
time; or the Board may order the installation of such devices or the institution of 
such methods, and enforce such measures or regulations, as it may deem proper 
under the circumstances.” 








(An. Code, 1939, see. 382: 1924, sec. 338; 1912, sec. 279; 1914, ch. 810, sec. 11) 


“275. Whenever the State Board of Health shall find that any of the waters 
of the State are polluted by wastes from any manufacturing or industrial estab- 
lishment, in such a way as to be or to be liable to become a menace to the public 
health or comfort, or whenever the existing method of waste disposal in a 
manufacturing or industrial establishment is found to be or be liable to become in 
any way a menace to health or comfort, the State Board of Health shall issue 
an order requiring the owner of such establishment to cease pollution of the 
body of water into which the waste is discharged, or to make such alterations 
in the method of disposing of said waste, as the Board may deem necessary to 
protect the public health and comfort; and said order shall be complied with 
within such time as the State Board of Health shall determine.” 


Note (5) 


WATER REQUIREMENTS 


Irrigation of farmland and orchards in the Potomac River Basin is growing 
at a remarkable rate. While no figures are available as to the quantity of water 
taken from the Potomac River and its tributaries, an agricultural census of 
acreage under irrigation in Virginia showed an increase from 2,817 acres in 
1950 to 22,622 acres in 1953. In 31 Eastern States, supplemental irrigation 
doubled from 1939 to 1$49 and is reported to have been increasing at an even 
greater rate since. Farm irrigation in Maryland is estimated to be substantial 
at this time and increasing rapidly. A study area of 24,000 acres of apple 
orchards in Virginia and West Virginia indicated that irrigation at the rate 
of 80,000 gallons per minute might be required for optimum growth; this 
represents over 100 million gallons daily. 

While the distribution of current and future irrigation activity within the 
Potomac River Basin is unknown, it is to be expected that flows within the 
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river may be materially reduced in the years ahead as a result. Since irrigation 
is most desirable from a grower’s standpoint during the summer, the period 
of lowest normal river flow, there could ultimately result a dangerous reduction 
in the quantity of water available for the metropolitan water supply during 
drought periods. 

The lowest flow of record in the Potomac occurred during the summer of 
1920. The flow at that time was 506 million gallons per day at Great Falls. 
Normal maximum day requirements for the Washington water system, including 
the needs of Arlington County and Falls Church, are estimated to be 334 million 
gallons per day in 1985 with a potential “national emergency” requirement of 
418 million gallons per day. The maximum day requirement for Fairfax County 
is estimated by Alexander Potter Associates to be 43 million gallons per day in 
1980. It is also estimated that the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
may be required to secure up to 60 million gallons per day from sources other 
than the Patuxent system. The most likely source for such supplement is the 
Potomae or one of its tributaries above Great Falls. It can be foreseen that 
aggregate metropolitan water requirements of some 521 million gallons per day 
are anticipated probably within the next 35 to 40 years. Such requirement 
would be slightly greater than the minimum river flow of record. If the prac- 
tice of supplemental irrigation continues to grow in any material way, it will 
hasten the time when minimum river flows will become insufficient for public 
water supply purposes in the metropolitan area. It is evident that within the 
foreseeable future some form of water impoundment must be adopted in order 
to insure an adequate supply to the area during periods of low summer flow. 

Since the degrading effect of pollution on the river is most acute during low 
flow periods, a further diminution of flows due to irrigation usage of the river's 
waters can make pollution effects in the metropolitan area even more acute. The 
possible adverse. effect of upstream irrigation on metropolitan pollution has 
not been generally recognized. 

(October 25, 1955.) 


Senator Morse. Any questions ? 

Senator BEALL. No questions. 

Representative Smiru. No questions. 

Senator Morse. The next witness will be Mr. Oliver Gasch, general 
counsel of the Interstate Commission of the Potomac River Basin. 


STATEMENT OF OLIVER GASCH, GENERAL COUNSEL, INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE ON THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Gascu. I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you, 
I have prepared a statement which I would like to hand up to you 
gentlemen and then I will briefly try to tell you what it contains. 

Maybe that will be a little better, a little easier for you. As Mr, 


Tisdale has explained, the Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Sie 


Senator Morsr. The full statement of Mr. Gasch will be printed in 
the record at this point. 


(The document referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF OLIVER GASCH, GENERAL COUNSEL, INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE 
Potomac River BASIN 


The proposal of the Potomac Electric Power Co. to construct a steam-generated 
powerplant at the lower end of Loudoun County, Va., on the Potomac River, and 
the obligation it has incurred to those who granted it an option and who own ap- 
proximately 1,500 acres adjoining the proposed site, to cooperate in seeking in- 
dustrial zoning for that additional area, points up the need and desirability for 
additional legislation. While some question may exist as to whether this project, 
as it concerns a powerplant alone, will detrimentally affect the public water 
System of the metropolitan area, it is clear that if additional industrial facili- 
hes are constructed and sanitary sewage is permitted to flow into the river in 
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conjunction with the flow of heated water from this powerplant, that detrimental! 
effects will be realized at the intake for the public water supply. 

Under these circumstances, it is believed that the Congress should consider 
the advisability of additional legislation. It is proposed first that 40 U. S 
section 45 and following, which relates to the Washington aqueduct, should be 
modernized. Section 58 of this title relates to the crime of maliciously making 
water impure. It was enacted 60 years ago. This section should be supple- 
mented by law authorizing the Chief of Engineers, or his designated representa- 
tive, to require anyone seeking to construct a facility the effects of which may 
adversely affect the character and quality of the public water supply of the 
metropolitan area, to seek permission from him to construct such facility. If 
the Chief of Engineers, or his designated representative, believes the facts and 
circumstances of the case warrant a public hearing, he shall make provision 
therefor and give the applicant an opportunity of demonstrating that his proj- 
ect will not adversely affect the character and quality of the public water supply. 
At this hearing the Chief of Engineers, or his designated representative, shall 
be authorized to introduce into the record any evidence that he believes germane 
to the determination of the issue before him. Upon consideration of the record 
as a whole, he shall make a determination as to whether to issue the permit. 
His determination, if adverse to the applicant, shall be subject to court review 
in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia on the issue of 
the substantiality of the evidence on the basis of which the application was 
denied. 

While the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin has taken no 
formal action on this proposal, I have discussed the matter with most of the 
Commissioners, as well as the district engineer. In principle, such legislation 
is favored. It is my belief that such legislation would establish an orderly, 
expeditious, fair and practical method for dealing with this: most important 
issue. It is absolutely necessary that this irreplaceable natural resource be 
protected for the people of the National Capital and those living in the environs 
thereof. This is particularly true in view of the fact that within the foreseeable 
are Maryland and Virginia communities within the environs of the National 

Capital will have to depend on Potomac water to an ever-increasing degree. 

When I appeared before the National Capital Regional Planning Council, | 
proposed that that organization consider the advisability of supplemental legis- 
lation which would require those who propose to establish industrial uses on 
the Potomac River to obtain zoning permission, not only from the county af- 
fected, but from such a regional agency as the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council, the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, or 
some new agency to be established by Congress. When question was raised 
as to the decision of the Loudoun County Board of Zoning Appeals in granting 
a use permit to the Potomac Electric Power Co. for the construction of this 
proposed facility, members of that Board correctly stated that their authority 
ran only to the question of the local interest of Loudoun County. It is noted 
that the proposed power facility is located in the extreme corner of the county, 
so that few in that county would be adversely affected by this industrial develop- 
ment. Downstream landowners, however, on both sides of the river, as well as 
those in the metropolitan area, dependent upon Potomac water for drinking 
and domestic purposes could be adversely affected. Legislative machinery to 
deal with such problems on a regional basis is clearly indicated and recommended 

Mr. Gascu. The Interstate Commission is much concerned about 
new threats of pollution particularly in the relatively unpolluted up- 
stream stretches of the river. 

You gentlemen know the very seriously polluted conditions in the 
lower river. It is very difficult to do anything about it without the 
expenditure of a gr eat deal of money. 

On the upper river we are trying to keep that river at least as good 
as it is at the present time. I am not an engineer, gentlemen, and 
I am not going to attempt to appraise or evaluate the testimony that 
you gentlemen have heard here this morning. I would say this how- 
ever, that from what I have heard of the testimony, it seems to me that 
you have a threat which is above and beyond the mere fact of putting 
a powerplant on the upper river. 
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You are going to construct a spur in to bring in substantial amounts 
of coal. In addition to that you will have the availability of electric 
power. In spite of what my good friend Jimmie Reilly says about 
that not being likely to cause industry to come in, I would rather 
feel that, where a large powerplant was constructed and you have 
chimneys belching forth smoke, that is necessar ily coming from those 
chimneys, it is going to be much less desirable from a residential 
standpoint. 

The folks up in Loudoun, the zoning board up there if they are 
approached with other applications to let in industry because you can’t 
sell your land to people who developed it residenti: ally, they are going 
to act in the best interests of Loudoun County and let industry come 
in. If you couple industry with its affluence and other waste products 
with this heated water you will get a situation which will proven 
adversely affect the drinking supply of the metropolitan area 

I think that is a serious ‘problem, gentlemen, I think it is some- 
thing that is pretty plain in the future. I would recommend just 
as seriously as I can, that you gentlemen consider possible legislative 
corrective action. 

What I have in mind in that regard is this: At the present time, 
section 40 or title 40, United States Code, section 45 and following, 
deals with the Washington aqueduct and the responsibility of the 
Chief of Engineers to operate its aqueduct. He is given no modern 
Auta to deal with such a situation as this. In section 58 of that 
act, adopted probably 60 years ago, it deals simply with the proposi- 
tion of those who would malic iously make the water impure. 

I suggest a modernization of this section whereby if anyone wants 
to locate an industrial development or an industry in this region up- 
stream from the intake, that they should get the permission of the 
Chief of Engineers or his designated representatives and upon appli- 
cation to him, if he has any question concerning the possible adverse 
effect on the water supply of this location of industry, he should hold 
a hearing, he should invite these people to come in, submit their engi- 
neering, or other data for his consideration, he should be authoritated 
and expected to get data that would advise him, independent data 
that would advise him as to the character of the development and its 
effect on the water. If he decides adversely to the applicants, then 
the applicants should have the right to go into the Federal district 
court and have a review of the adverse determination on the question 
of substantiality of the evidence which led him to an adverse 
conclusion. 

I think if that is done, you will have an expeditious, fair, and 
direct way of dealing with this problem. 

As I say, gentlemen, it is not so much just this powerplant and the 

ating of the water, it is the consequences that very probably will 
follow with such a development, that concerns the Interstate Com- 
mission and frankly is of great concern to me as a lawyer in trying 
to figure out what you can do about it. 

So I would suggest that type of legislation. 

Now there is a second type of legislation that I have in mind, which 

I discussed with the gentlemen who compose the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council. 

At the time Pepco applied to the zoning appeals board of Lou- 
(oun County they received what is known as a use permit. 
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As Mr. Reilly pointed out it is an agricultural area, zoned agri- 
culturally, they got a use permit to put in this powerplant, which is 
an industrial use and some question was raised, some people thought 
that was wrong. The officials of the Loudoun County board, quite 
properly in my opinion, as a lawyer, having some experience with 
the zoning, s said we are limited to the question of what the best inter- 
ests of Loudoun County require. I think the gentleman was correct. 
I find no fault for his attitude. But may I suggest this to the com- 
mittee : The problem is bigger than the best interests of a single county 
along the river. It so happens that this particular powerplant would 
be located in the lower section of Loudoun County, so that even if 
persons living on the river in Loudoun County might have substantial 
residential developments, it would not hurt them, because the water 
flows downstream. It cnet however, affect adversely people in Fair- 
fax County, downstream, or Montgomery County across the river. 

It might have a very definite adverse effect on the people of Metro- 
politan Washington who use the river water for drinking and do- 
mestic purposes. 

[ would recommend to you gentlemen that you consider the ad- 
visability of further legislation which would have the effect of giving 
consideration on an interstate basis or regional basis of such efforts 
as this to rezone areas on the river. Because while today it is Lou- 
doun County that we are complaining about, tomorrow it might be 
some other county and I think everybody is entitled to be heard and 
to be heard by a forum composed not only of people who live in one 
county but the people who live in all the areas. 

That would be my second recommendation, sir. 

I greatly appreciate, gentlemen, the opportunity of appearing be- 
fore you. And I feel that if this additional legislation can be given 
consideration, we will have made some progress along the lines of 
keeping the river clean. 

Senator Morss. Senator Beall ? 

Senator Brati. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative Smrra. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Just one question, Mr. Gasch, dealing with this 
hypothetical. It seems clear that Pepco has ts build a generating 
plant someplace to meet the power needs of the area. 

Mr. Gascu. Certainly electric power is siecle as well as water is 
needed. That is one of the necessities of the economic life of our area 

Senator Morse. Have you considered this matter sufficiently to have 
reached any personal conclusion as to other sites where you think this 
plant could be located economically and engineeringly feasible to the 
company ¢ 

Mr. Gascu. I don’t know that Iam competent to pass on that. As I 
say, I have no engineering training. But I would say offhand that a 
site downstream from Washington, located a sufficient distance from 
Washington, so that you would take care of your dispersal angle, 
would be a better answer than locating it in the relatively unpolluted 
upstream area which you need for water supply, present ‘nd future. 

Senator Morse. The testimony I think is pretty clear today that one 
of the considerations that has to be given to the location of such a 
plant is transportation, availability of transportation facilities for the 
coal. 
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Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morst. Maybe by means of a railroad. No one has said 
anything in the hearing, and I know nothing about it from the stand- 
point of its feasibility, but I know where the railroads run in this 
area, and you have stressed in your testimony the industrialization 
problem that arises. 

Mr. GASC H. T es, sir. 

Senator Morse. There is a railroad up in the Point of Rocks area, 
and I assume some slight industrialization in that area. I just men- 
tion that in passing. 

Senator Bratt. One of the best in the country. 

Senator Morse. Did I get over into your territory? It is a little 
bit on two sides of the river even there. 

I make this comment only because I interpret your statement to 
mean that you thought that consideration should be given to legisla- 
tion that affects industrialization. Your testimony was that the Lou- 
doun Zoning Board was limited to what is best for Loudoun County 
and you have prayed the committee to consider this on a regional 
standpoint and try to determine where the best location would be from 
the standpoint of the benefits to the whole area ‘ 

Mr. Gascnu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morsr. Is that a fair interpretation ? 

Mr. Gascu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. I have nothing further. 

Senator Bratt. No questions. 

Mr. Gascn. Thank you. 

Senator Morse. The next witness is Mr. J. Grahame Walker, presi- 
dent of Montgomery County Council. 


STATEMENT OF J. GRAHAME WALKER, PRESIDENT, MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY COUNCIL 


Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, there are other members of the 
Montgomery County Council here. Will you ask the spokesman to 
introduce them / 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Walker, would you present any other members 
of your council that you want to present to the committee ? 

Mr. Watxer. There is no other member of the council here, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Very well. 

Mr. Warxer. The county manager, Mr. Melvin Reese, is here. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have been asked 
to make this brief statement on behalf of the Montgomery County 
Council. 

Montgomery County, Md., is vitally interested in the stream pollu- 
tion problems now being examined by your committee. It is the judg- 
ment of the Montgomery County Council that the basic problems of 
land use and water resources parallel those of stream pollution. 

The overall land use determinations within the entire Potomac 
Basin area have been the concern of the nine planning and control] 
agencies—Federal, regional, State, and local. The Congress assigned 
to the National Capital Regional Planning Council the task of ex- 
amining both land use and water resources. 
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Montgomery County participates in the deliberations of this council 
and stands re: ady to give consideration and effectuation to sound poli- 
cies through our own political and legislative powers. 

Our immediate concern is the potential development of upper Mont- 
gomery County. Weare presently engaged in the drafting of a master 
zoning plan which will regulate land use in this area. Likewise, the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission is studying the problem 
of water supply during the next 5 years, and re ported only in Septem- 
ber on a projected expansion plan. Montgomery County today has a 
population of nearly 300,000 people, and in the next 5 years we should 
have about a half million inhabitants needing water for homes, agri- 
culture, and industry. 

We call the attention of the Congress to the general concern of all 
of the planning agencies, including ‘the United States Ar my Corps of 
Engineers, that the Potomac watershed problem must be approached 
In its entirety. 

We recognize the excellent die of the Army Corps of Engineers in 


long-range planning, and in recent efforts toward coordinating the 
thinking of all the agencies mentioned earlier. We are, however, 


asking this committee to urge the Corps of Engineers to make an early 
determination as to the location of dam construction and impounding 
lakes and reservoirs to guarantee a constant year-round supply of 
water for all future use of all our urban populations, our agriculture, 
and for much needed industrial expansion. When these facts are 
determined and a timetable agreed upon, we can effectively attack the 
pollution problem. Until such determinations are known all com- 
mercial and industrial development in the political and legislative 
jurisdictions within the entire area are at a standstill. 

A future good clean water supply for an expanding irrigational 
use in agriculture, for thousands of new homes, and for industrial 
expansion deserves the highest priority. 

That concludes the statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. Senator Beall / 

Senator Bray. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith ? 

Representative Smiru. No questions. 

Senator Morse. No questions. 

Anything further ¢ 

Does the manager of the county wish to make a statement / 

Mr. Reesr. No, sir. 

Senator Morse. The next witness will be Mr. Paul Watt, Executive 
Director of National Capital Regional Planning Council. 


STATEMENT BY PAUL C. WATT, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 


Mr. Warr. Mr. Chairman, I am Paul C. Watt, Director of the 
National Capital Regional Planning Council appearing before you in 
behalf of Mr. Max S. W ehrly, Chairman, who is out of town today and 
unable to appear. 

The National Capital Regional Planning Council, established by 
Public Law 592, represents. the planning agencies of the National 
Capital region. The National Capital region, with an area of 2,004 
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square miles and a population now estimated at 1,850,000, includes the 
District of Columbia, Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties in 
Maryland and Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun, and Prince William 
Counties in Virginia, as well as the cities of Alexandria and Falls 
Church. The Regional Council is charged with adopting a general 
development plan for the National Capital region to serve as a general 
framework or guide of development within which each part of the 
region may be more precisely planned by the appropriate local plan- 
ning agencies. 

These are such agencies as Mr. Walker has just referred to, of which 
he represents one group. 

The Regional Council wishes to emphasize to this committee that 
they view the proposed installation of the Potomac Electric Power Co. 
as a regional planning problem of great significance because of its far- 
reaching effects upon not just any individual jurisdiction in which it 
may be located, but on the entire metropolitan area. This is particu- 
larly true in relation to land-use policy and area water-supply require- 
ments, both integral parts of the regional plan, not to mention the 
power needs of the region. 

The Regional Council is now well underway in the preparation of 
the general regional development plan for the region. Population, 
economic, and land-use data are being collected, evaluated, and pro- 
jected as a basis for recommending the future general land-use pattern 
for the region. 

This land-use pattern will indicate future residential, commercial, 
industrial, public, and recreation areas to insure an orderly and bal- 
anced growth of the region. An installation of the proportions of this 
proposed plant must be adapted to this overall pattern on a regional 
basis, as well as the detailed plan of the local jurisdiction. 

The possibilities of unlimited industrial expansion adjacent to such 
a development cannot be minimized. 

The Regional Council is cognizant of the vital role of water supply 
as it relates to the National ( ‘apital region and has joined with the 
National Capital Planning Commission in appointing a joint com- 
mittee on water supply and sewage disposal to work with Federal, 
State, and local agencies to determine the long-range water and sewer 
requirements for the region. 

This committee as Colonel Adams testified was as a result of earlier 
meetings with the Corps of Engineers as well as the interstate basin 
people and other independent local and State agencies. 

Ultimately, a master plan for providing these needs will be recom- 
mended. The relationship of this proposed plant to the provision and 
safeguarding of an adequate water supply also cannot be minimized. 

The Regional Council is of the opinion that there are not now avail- 
able sufficient factual data, particularly in relation to long-range 
water-supply requirements, to determine conclusively the effect the 
proposed installation might have on the water supply. 

I think I must indicate that after hearing much of this testimony 
today, we would have to temper that remark but it was the feeling 
of the Council at the time this was prepared that much of this data 
was still being put into a form to be presented. 

_ The engineers are making additional studies bringing forward the 
facts. The Council further feels that additional engineering data 
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should be made available by the electric power officials corroborating 
their recommendations for locating facilities of the type provided. 

In reference to that the feeling was we still do not know some of 
the needed factual data to say whether a plant of this type should be 
further upstream or could or could not be further downstream. We 
felt that some of those things should be pointed out from the factual 
standpoint. 

For these reasons, the Regional Council has not taken action relative 
to this project. 

The Regional Council emphasizes that both the water-supply needs 
and power needs are important in their own right and one should not 
be sacrificed in relation to the other. 

The Council hopes that. this committee will recognize the regional 
significance of this project and recommend means for bringing out 
all the facts on both sides, so that their needs m: Ly be coordin: ted, 

This will require careful, considerate judgment instead of a hasty 
decision that could have unforetold effect on the future development 
of our Nation’s Capital. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall? 

Senator Braty. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative SmirH. No questions. 

Senator Morse. No questions. Thank you very much. 

I wish to have inserted in the record at this point a letter I have 
received from Mr. Wilson Compton, Seneca Farms, Herndon, Va., 
presenting his point of view in regard to the effects of the location of 
the Pepco plant in the area that adjoins his farm. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


NEW 





YorK 17, N. Y., October 18, 1955. 





Hon. WAYNE Morse, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. ( 


My Dear Senator: I have taken note for some weeks of your interest in the 
Potomac River matter involving the recent proposal of the Potomac Electric & 
Power Co. 

As you will see from the enclosure my farm, including several hundred acres 
of bottomland, is immediately adjacent downstream to the proposed site selected 
by the power company. 

The letter to Mr. Cox, whom I personally do not know, contains a suggestion 
which I hope will have the consideration of your committee when it reaches 
the point of “shouldering arms.” 

Sincerely yours, 
WILSON CoMPTON. 


SENECA FARMS, 
Herndon, Va., October 15, 1955. 
Mr. WILLIAM J. Cox, 
Chairman, Committee on Potomac River Pollution, 
National Capital Regional Planning Council, 
Leesburg, Va. 


DeaR Str: It is my understanding that a representative committee under 
your chairmanship is undertaking an investigation of important aspects of 
the pending proposal of the Potomac Electric & Power Co. to build a large 
steam plant on the Potomac River in Loudoun County. That is an important 
proposal. All pertinent aspects of it no doubt will be given consideration. 

I am not now a resident of Virginia. But I have looked forward to 
permanent resumption within a few years of residence in Loudoun County. 
For nearly 20 years Mrs. Compton and I have owned lands, with about 214 
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miles of Potomac River frontage, immediately adjacent, downstream, to the 
tract now proposed by the power company as the site for its new plant. This 
farm, known as Seneca Farms, is I believe generally regarded as one of the 
best farms in northern Virginia. The heart of the farm is, 
extensive river bottom lands. 

I am well aware, however, of the long-time public interest in the water- 
storage possibilities of this area. For years I have been given to understand 
that eventually the middle Potomac Valley should be used primarily for 
permanent water storage as an assurance of water supply to the National 
Capital. Seneca Farms has between 500 and 600 acres of bottom land which 
I presume would be sought for incorporation in any such reservoir at reasonable 
levels of water storage in that area. 

Now comes the proposal of the power company, as I understand it, to 
build a large plant at a level near the present flood level of the river in the 
area of Seneca Lake, i. e., at about 200 feet elevation. I presume there are 
technical or economic reasons for this proposal. If such a plant were built and, 
as indicated by its sponsors, about $100 million invested in it, the use of the 
river bottom in that general area as a storage reservoir, if not precluded, 
would apparently be made unreasonably expensive. 

There have been in connection with this project many arguments over water 
purification; water heating and encouragement to growth of algae; over pros- 
pective railroad crossings of the Potomac River; over threatened creeping in- 
dustrial development in areas of Loudoun County now zoned as residential or 
at least noncommercial; over the extent of powers and jurisdiction of the 
Loudoun County Board of Zoning Appeals by permit to alter the nature of 
occupancy of the Potomac Valley. These are important and no doubt will have 
appropriate consideration. 

I hope the middle Potomac Valley will not be industrialized. If it is I will 
of course ask that my own lands also be included in the zoning permitting indus- 
trial and commercial development. Manifestly it would be absurd to encourage 
commercial development in the area of the power company’s project and try to 
avoid it in the remainder of the far corner of the county immediately adjacent 
to it. I, of course, hope that we may be enabled to continue to operate Seneca 
Farms as it is now being operated, as a stock farm and for residential purposes. 

But the crucial question would seem to be: Is the ultimate use of the middle 
Potomee Valley to be primarily for water storage or for industry? The other 
issues which right now seem to be generating heat rather than light cannot be 
reasonably determined without a determination of this basic issue. Whether 
the proposed powerplant should in any circumstances be built in this area is an 
important and obviously a controversial question. Whether it should be built 
in a location, in a manner, or at an elevation which will preclude the ultimate 
use of this area for water storage may be an even more important question. 

The steam powerplant proposed by the Potomac Electric & Power Co. for the 
south bank of Seneca Lake, if built, may easily predetermine the future use of 
the middle Potomac. The public hearing recently conducted by the Loudoun 
County Board of Zoning Appeals in Leesburg threw little light on these ques- 
tions. Nor did it give any reason for assurance that consideration is being given 
to any serious objectives other than the prospective addition to the Loudoun 
County tax rolls of a large industrial taxpaying property—important as that 
may be. 

I wonder whether a blunder is about to be made—a blunder which if it is a 
blunder, may be a costly one not only to the national capital area but to the 
whole country which directly or indirectly would have to pay the bill. I hope that 
you and the members of your committee and of the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council will look into these aspects of the matters before you. 

Yours sincerely, 


of course, in its 


WILson COMPTON. 
Senator Morse. I would also like to have inserted at this point in 
the record a letter received from Mr. S. E. Wiseman of the American 
loll Ways Authority setting forth a brief statement and containing 


some data presenting his point of view in regard to this particular 
issue. 
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(The document referred to is as follows:) 


AMERICAN TOLL WAYS AUTHORITY, 
Washington 18, D. C., November 10, 1955. 
Hon. Senator WAYNE LYMAN MorsE, 
Chairman, Senate District Subcommittce, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Morse: First, we want to commend the Senate District Subcom- 
mittee and you personally for your alertness in having the preliminary hearing 
set for today to evaluate the controversy flowing from the Potomac Electric 
Power Co.’s plans to build a powerplant on the Potomac River in Loudoun 
County, Va. 

One of the main purposes of our authority is to dam-bridge rivers and adapt 
the toll traffic ways to impound waters for populated areas. It just happens 
that for years we have decided on a site near the proposed location of the power- 
plant as the exact area where our best thinkers have recommended dam-bridge 
crossings for the New Jersey, Miami, and Frisco Traffic Ways. Of necessity 
the ways must skirt the Metropolitan Capital to eliminate the congested traffic 
here and at the same time relieve the urgent need for more bridges. Attached 
are enclosures for the record. 

This proposed dam-bridge will be built by compact action of the States of 
Maryland and Virginia and in compliance with the laws of the Congress and the 
needs of the people of the Potomac River Basin, so that Washington and the 
basin areas can use the same source of water thus eliminating the urgent and 
pressing need for water in the outlying basin counties. 

By extensive excavation to obtain filling earth for the fill in Loudoun County 
for dam-bridge at proposed crossing, an extensive pool can be constructed and 
used to store the waste and heated water after it is used from the dam-pool 
by the generating plant. This engineering feat will eliminate any possibility 
of river pollution except in excessive floodwaters when any possible pollution 
would promptly pass down river water sources of supply. The temperature 
potential would be eliminated in cold floodwaters. 

The powerplant at this proposed location would serve a twofold public service 
for then the plant can pump the water to Fairfax where a water bonds issue 
was voted down yesterday. Water mains between the ways are vitally indicated 
through the Nation as more water is needed each year. 

In conclusion, we must add that the toll traffic ways through Virginia and 
Maryland will give each State a wonderful opportunity to acquire industries as 
the awakened industrialists want to locate their new plants on the toll ways 

Be assured we offer every help for the Potomac Basin development should be 
a model for the Nation that other basin areas will want to follow. 

Yours very truly, 
S. E. WISEMAN. 


[From the Omaha World-Herald, March 15, 1955] 
Tott Highways Net Proposep—LoOvuISsvVILLE SUGGESTED AS HuR 


WASHINGTON (Associated Press).—A nationwide network of toll highways was 
proposed to Congress Monday. Under the plan, the network would be centered 
at Louisville, Ky., because “its meridian pierces the heart of North America.” 

S. E. Wiseman, executive director of the American Toll Ways Authority, said 
also that the proposed toll network should converge on Louisville because that 
city is at “the population center of North America.” 


DIFFER WITH CLAY 


Mr. Wiseman’s proposal marked the first time in nearly a month of hearings 
that the Senate Public Roads Subcommittee has heard a suggestion for a na- 
tional system of toll highways. 

Gen. Lucius D. Clay, author of President Eisenhower’s multi-million-dollar 
highway program, recommended that toll roads be part of a projected system of 
40,000 miles in cross-country superhighways. 

But General Clay said he was opposed to toll financing as such and that he 
didn’t think it would be feasible to set up toll roads on vast stretches of the 
country where highway travel is not too great. 
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CITES DEFENSE VALUE 


Mr. Wiseman agreed that there were areas where toll roads might not be self- 
liquidating but that “the reserve wealth of the Nation can readily amortize the 
bonds by grants-in-aid as a national-defense apportionment.” 

He stressed the defense values of his toll proposal, as did Mr. Bisenhower 
in outlining his administration’s 10-year roadbuilding program. 


Senator Morse. I would like to insert at this point in the record a 
letter received from the Izaak Walton League of America signed by 
Roger M. Cole. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE CHAPTER, 
Bethesda, Md., November 6, 1955. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on District Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: The Bethesda-Chevy Chase (Md.) Chapter, Izaak Walton League of 
America, Wishes to place on the record of your committee its oposition to the 
erection of the proposed Potomac Electric Power Co. steam generating plant on 
the Potomac River in Loudoun County, Va. The Maryland division of the league 
is already on record in opposition to this proposal. In addition, this chapter, as 
well as the Silver Spring, Potomac, and Rockville chapters has expressed to the 
Montgomery County Council its disapproval of moves to locate the proposed plant 
on the Maryland bank of the Potomac. 

We feel that any location on the Potomac River close above Washington, partic 
ularly in Montgomery County or at a corresponding location in Virginia, cannot 
help but be detrimental in a number of ways. It is quite likely that increased 
water temperatures will add to algae growth and to the problems of organic pollu 
tion, thus augmenting the difficulties of the district engineers in assuring a potable 
water supply for Washington and environs. Increased temperatures, particularly 
in times of low water in summer, will also undoubtedly result in killing of fish: 
Witness the massive fish kill only this past summer in the vicinity of Seneca 
Creek, even under normal conditions. Furthermore, Pepco appears committed 
to a policy of fostering further industrialization of the Loudoun County area, and 
might be expected to do the same if located in Maryland. Such industrialization, 
however light at first, could only result in the ultimate destruction of the recrea- 
tional values of the only easily accessible and relatively unpolluted slack-water 
section of the river nearby—namely, the area for several miles above the Seneca 
Dam. Many people now enjoy boating, hunting, fishing, or walking and nature 
study in this area and have a right to expect to continue to do so. 

Most important, however, in prospect for the future may be the anticipated 
effects of industrialization on the state of the river water. Pollution by silt from 
poor management of small watersheds is already common throughout the Poto- 
mac below Washington, the tremendous load of untreated or semitreated sewage 
has at last begun to receive attention, and long-range planning for its abatement 
is in view. Do we wish, then, in a few years to add upstream the further burden 
of chemical and more domestic wastes from industrial plants? Consider also the 
very real possibility in the near future of nuclear reactors as sources of power ; 
conversion to such by Pepco, if located upstream, would then add the cumulative 
hazard of radioactivity to the other pollution loads. 

This chapter, then, urges that your committee seriously consider the long-range 
effects of the entering wedge of industrialization, as exemplified by the proposed 
Pepco plant, on the future state of the Potomac River close upstream from Wash- 
ington, Any tax amelioration accruing to the residents of Loudoun or Mont- 
gomery Counties will, in the long run, be a massive price to pay for the loss of 
good residential areas, of wholesome outdoor recreational opportunities, of potable 
water, and of good conservation practices. We agree with the suggestion of the 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin that the proper location for 
the proposed plant is downstream from Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Roger M. Cole, 
(Typed) Rocrer M. Coie, M. D., 
President. 
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Senator Morse. These are all the witnesses that were listed for 
testimony. 

Are there any other witnesses that have any statements they wish 
to volunteer ¢ 

Could you step forward, please ? 

What is your name? 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. FISHER, GARRETT PARK, MD. 


Mr. Fisuer. My name is Lawrence M. Fisher. 

Senator Morsr. What are your qualifications, Mr. Fisher? 

Mr. Fisuer. I am senior sanitary engineer director of the Public 
Health Service, retired. I am chairman of the committee on sanita- 
tion and public health of the Montgomery County Civic Federation, 


and I was the chairman of the advisor y hes alth committee to the Mont- 
gomery County Health Department. 


Senator Morse. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Fisner. Yes; I do. 

Senator Morsr. How long is it? 

Mr. Ftsuer. Two pages. 

Senator Morsr. Any objection? Go ahead. 

Mr. Fisuer. I make the following statement on my own responsi- 
bility, since the above-mentioned organizations have taken no action, 
as far as I am aware, on the proposed construction of a powerplant 
on the Potomac River above Great Falls: 

The operation of a powerplant, which would raise the temperature 
of the water in the Potomac River appreciably at Great Falls at cer- 
tain times, would in all probability be undesirable in the following 
respects: 

(a) In summertime, when the river flew is low and when a drink 
of cool water is most welcome, the public water supply would be made 
less desirable and less palatable because of the increased temperature 
at which it would be served to many water drinkers. The Potomac 
Electric Power Co. would be in a position to benefit from this situa- 
tion financially because of the increased demand for refrigerated 
water which might logically result from such a situation. 

(6) A cool public water supply is in general a greater asset to a 
community than a warm supply; e. g., Hamilton County, Ohio, has 
attracted many industries because of the large quantity of cool ground 
water available at low cost. Raising the temperature of the public 
water supply, therefore, may be regarded as destroying a portion of 
a natural community resource. 

Mr. Tisdale has already testified to that. I will not go over that. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 

Any questions ? 

Senator Beaty. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Judge Smith? 

Representative Smrru. No questions. 

Senator Morse. The Chair now announces that the record of this 
hearing will be kept open until next Monday at 5 p.m. Any materia 
that any of the witnesses today wish to submit for the record, any 
material that witnesses that have not been called upon and may wish to 
submit for the record should be submitted to the counsel of the com- 
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mittee by 5 p. m. Monday, who in turn will submit the material to the 
members of the subcommittee for final decision as to its inclusion in 
the record. 

I wish to make clear, however, that any relevant information and 
material, data or memorandums, will be included in the final record. 

The hearing is now closed. 

But ine losing it I want to say to you, Judge Smith, that we deeply 
appreciate the courtesy of your attendance and the help you have 
been to the committee. 

Representative Smrru. Thank you very much for allowing me to 
participate. 

Senator Morse. Very glad to have you. To my colleague from 
Maryland, I am glad to serve with you on any committee. 

Senator Brau. It is like old times being on with ae Smith. 

Senator Morse. I thought you were going to say it is like old times 
with me. 

Senator Bratn. You too. We have been on District matters to- 
gether before. You and I have always gotten along very well. 

Senator Morse. Thank you. I will meet with you next week after 
the record is closed. 

The meeting is finally closed. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the hearings were closed. ) 





APPENDIX 


PoToMAc ELECTRIC POWER Co., 
Washington 4, D. C., November 14, 1955. 


Re November 10, 1955, hearing before Special Subcommittee To Investigate the 
Proposal of Potomac Electric Power Co. To Erect a Steam Plant on the 
Potomac River in Loudoun County, Va. 

Hon. WAYNE Mors8kr, 

Chairman, Special Subcommittee, Senate, District of Columbia, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR MORSE: Pursuant to permission granted at the close of the 
hearing on November 10, 1955, for the filing of supplemental material for the 
record, we transmit herewith a copy of a report which Pepco under date of 
October 7, 1955, transmitted to Col. Ray Adams, Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, and which was referred to in the testimony of Colonel Adams and 
others at the hearing. 

We know that the members of the subcommittee noted that the testimony of 
Colonel Adams and the experts who testified on behalf of the Corps of Engineers, 
as well as the experts who appeared on behalf of the company, fully confirmed the 
original considered judgment of Pepco that the construction of the proposed 
plant at the Loudoun County site would have no adverse effect on the Potomac 
River or the water supply for the District of Columbia and surrounding areas 

From testimony presented by the Corps of Engineers before your subcommittee, 
we recognize that our proposed plant site in Loudoun County would be flooded if 
the River Bend Dam was ever constructed. In fact we note from report of Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army (H. Doc. No. 622, p. 92) that the reservoir 
of the River Bend Dam, “full to the top of the lowest spillway gates at elevation 
235, would inundate about 28,300 acres (exclusive of river channel), of which 
about 36 percent is wooded. Alterations would be required to 13.3 miles of high- 
ways and to 8.7 miles of railroad.” 

On page 93 of this same document, the following statement is made: “An ele- 
vation of 255 was selected as the most economical, considering the limitations 
imposed on the project by the elevation of the existing railroad yards at Bruns 
wick, Md., upstream.” We point out that the river mileage between the River 
Bend Dam and Brunswick is approximately 37 miles. 

It is our understanding that Colonel Adams has agreed that the Corps of 
Engineers would have no objection to Pepco locating a steam-generating station 
in the reservoir or forebay area of the River Bend Dam or any other dams which 
they might construct, provided, of course, that the steam station is located far 
enough away from any city water intake so as not to create a water temperature 
problem. 

Since there is no controversy with respect to the urgent need for additional 
electric generating facilities in the area served by Pepco, the subcommittee can 
readily understand our desire to have the question of site determined at the 
earliest possible date. It is imperative that the needed facilities be constructed 
and in operation not later than the spring of 1959 which means that engineering 
and purchase of equipmeut must begin in the first quarter of 1956. 

In connection with the testimony that the construction of the Pepeo plant at 
the Loudoun County site would attract other industries to the area, we point 
out the construction of Pepco’s plants at Buzzard Point, D. C., in 1932-35 and 
at Alexandria, Va., in 1947-48, did not result in any industrial development in 
those areas. In any event, as the testimony at the hearing showed, only certain 
types of industries might create water problems; and the question of which 
industries might be permitted to be constructed and operated is within the 
province of the appropriate governmental authorities. 

After we have more fully studied and analyzed the record of the hearing, 
particularly data submitted since the close of the hearing, we hope that we may 
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have the opportunity to confer with your staff, and submit promptly any 
analysis or other response which might be required with respect to such supple- 
mental material. And, of course, our personnel and facilities are fully avail- 
able to the subcommittee and its staff for conference and to furnish any addi- 
tional desired data. 

Very truly yours, 


G. Bisset, Senior Vice President. 


THE ACADEMY OF NATURAL SCIENCES OF PHILADELPHIA, 
Philadelphia 3, Pa., November 15, 1955. 
Mr. L. W. CADWALLADER, 
Potomac Power & Electric Co., 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CADWALLADER: The question has been raised as to what effect the 
operation of Pepco will have on algae and fish life in the Potomac River. There 
are three possible effects to be considered : 

1. Mechanical injury through intakes. 
2. Effects of inorganic and organic wastes. 
3. Effects of temperature. 

It is my understanding that in design and construction of the plant, facilities 
will be installed which will greatly reduce any possibility of mechanical injury 
to a minimum. There are ways to do this and it has been effectively done by 
powerplants in other rivers in the country. 

I understand that all inorganic and organic wastes are to be rigidly con- 
trolled and will either not reach the river or reach it in such small amounts 
that they will not be toxic or raise to any measurable effect the organic load 
of the river. 

The effect of Pepco on the temperature of the river near the point of entrance 
of the effluent will be to raise the temperature 7° F. if thorough mixing occurs. 
If the water does not mix it will raise the temperature of the river on one side 
14° F. The only possible trouble would result during low flow and hot weather 
Taking the worst conditions as the base of calculations we get the following 
results. 

Assumption: During July and August the water temperature reaches 77° F. to 
7T8.8° F. An additional rise of 7° F. would result in a temperature of 84° F. to 
S5.S° F. However, if the water did not mix, one side of the stream would have 
“a normal temperature. The other side would have a temperature of 91° F. 
or 92.8° F. 

In our laboratory at the Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia, Dr. 
John Cairns and Dr. Arthur Scheier have carried out numerous tests on the 
effect of rising temperature on bluegills, channel catfish, and bullheads. Since 
the bluegills are very similar to bass in their physiological requirements we will 
use them as a base of comparison. 

From experiments which we have run in our laboratory it is evident that blue- 
gills if gradually acclimated from 77° F. to 78.8° F. can withstand temperatures 
between 88° F. and 92° F. The environmental conditions influence their reaction 
so an exact degree cannot be given. In all probability deleterious conditions 
would result if they were to remain indefinitely at waters over 93° F. 

1 would also like to point out that if they are suddenly transferred to tem- 
peratures of water varying between 88° F. and 92° F. no ill effect will probably 
result. If you would like experimental data to support these conclusions I 
shall be glad to furnish them. 

Since the highest temperature that this water of the Potomac would reach 
if you raise the temperature of the water 15° F. would be 91° F. or 92.8° F. over 
a short distance, I think that one could safely say that there would be no 
deleterious effect to such fish as the bluegill if temperature changes occur. I 
think one might reasonably state that there would likewise be no deleterious 
effect to large-mouth bass. 

The effect of temperature on the discharge water on the algae would not be 
noticeable unless the temperature was in excess of 95° F. Above this temperature 
the natural summer flora of algea which is usually dominated by green algae 
might be dominated by blue-green algae. 

Of course, if the organic load of the river is increased enough by upstream 
residential developments or industries, the blue-green algae in the river would 
ncrease whether or not there is any change in temperature. 
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Furthermore, I should like to point out that the taste and odor producing 
algae are liable to increase if a dam is erected at River’s Bend. Many of the 
taste and odor algae are plankton forms and develop best in the slow waters 
behind dams. This problem will further be enhanced if the organic load of the 
river is increased. 

Therefore if this river is dammed at River’s Bend a taste and odor problem 
may develop during the summer months due to no other cause than the retention 
of the water behind the dam. 

If you have any further questions concerning this, kindly let me know. 

Yours sincerely, 
RutH Parrick, Curator of Limnology. 


GOVERN MENT OF THE DIstTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, 
November 14, 1955. 
Mr. WILLIAM P. GULLEDGE, 
Counsel, Senate District Committee, 
United States Capitol, Washington 25, D. C 


Dear Mr. GuLLEDGE: In view of the fact that the technical case on behalf 
of the water system was to be presented by Col. Ray Adams, District engineer, 
at the hearing of the Senate subcommittee under the chairmanship of Senator 
Wayne Morse, I was prepared principally to endorse his views with which I 
was familiar beforehand. Since I did not testify orally, I should like to go on 
record as being in full agreement with the substance of Colonel Adams’ state- 
ments before the subcommittee. Especially do I share his apprehension as to the 
possible detrimental effect of future industry upstream from the water intakes 
should its waste discharges be mingled with those from the proposed electric 
generating station. I am also equally concerned that the development proposed 
may preempt the possible future use of a water-supply dam in this stretch of the 
river. 

Several points of collateral interest are believed worthy of note. The self- 
supporting character of the water system is such that any increase in processing 
costs for the removal of tastes and odors will necessarily be passed on to the 
water consumers of the District of Columbia and Virginia. A saving to the 
power company and its customers which might result in more costly water treat- 
ment may well be completely offset by added costs for water to many of the 
same customers. There is also no assurance that with the techniques now 
known, that objectionable tastes and odors, if they develop, can be successfully 
removed from the water no matter how much might be spent to this end. 

There are indications that the temperature of water in the distribution system 
is almost directly responsive to the temperature of the water at the filter plants 
so any increase in river temperature may be expected to be apparent in the dis- 
tribution system. A plotting of comparative temperatures for the months of 
July and August 1955 illustrates this point. Any increase in the temperature of 
water distributed to consumers may be expected to increase the amount of 
water required for the operation of air-conditioning equipment throughout the 
city. In the hottest weather water used for air-conditioning purposes may be 
expected to increase up to 5 percent for each degree rise in the temperature of 
water in the distribution system. Since some 50 million gallons daily is used in 
hot weather for air-conditioning purposes, a 2° rise in the distribution system 
would reflect itself in about a 5 million gallon daily rise in peak water demand. 

Of possible interest is a plotting of maximum-day water demands as com- 
pared with the minimum river flow of record which occurred in 1930. This 
would indicate that excluding supplemental irrigation and quantities required 
to minimize pollution effects in the lower river, the metropolitan area water 
requirements may equal or exceed the total quantity of water available in the 
river by the year 1980. Since the figures used for this plotting are based on 
maximum-day requirements and those presented in other testimony in the same 
connection are for the most part on average day requirements for Fairfax and 
the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, this information is actually not 
inconsistent with similar data furnished by others. 

Yours very truly, 
Davip V. AULD, 
Director of Sanitary Engineering. 
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[Telegram ] 


WASHINGTON, D. C., November 14, 1955. 


Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Ohairman, Senate District Subcommittee, 
United States Capitol: 
Protest Pepco location in Loudoun County as inevitable ensuing industrializa- 
tion would lead to loss of park character of Potomac River Valley. 


Mrs. H. GABRIEL MURPHY, 
President, Trowel Garden Club 


LoupouNn County ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, 
CLERK’S OFFICE, 
Leesburg, Va., November 11, 1955. 
Hon. WAYNE Morse, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Senate District Committee, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Morse: At the hearing of your subcommittee for the District 
of Columbia on November 10, 1955, which I attended, Col. Ray Adams, District 
Engineer of the Army Corps of Engineers, was disturbed about further indus- 
trialization of the area around the Potomac & Electric Power Co. site. For the 
information of your committee I would like to explain how under the Loudoun 
County zoning laws a heavy industry is allowed to come into the county. 

There is no heavy industrial district set up in the Loudoun zoning ordinance. 
A heavy industry is allowed only upon the procuring of a use permit from the 
county board of zoning appeals. Therefore all parties interested are in a posi- 
tion to be heard as to their views on the desirability and the effects on the 
neighborhood or community when applicant appears before the board at an 
advertised public hearing. A use permit does not rezone property it merely 
gives the applicant a permit to use his land for the use specified in said permit. 
In the case of Pepco a use permit was granted and only one property owner in 
the county objected. 

As for more heavy industries being located in the Pepco area or on the Potomac 
River in Loudoun County it is extremely unlikely that further industry would 
be allowed and I am sure that after the evidence brought forth by Colonel Adams 
as to the effect on the District water supply, the board of zoning appeals would 
hesitate to grant any further permits. 

As for growth of industries alongside the proposed 4-mile spur railroad track 
leading into the Pepco site, I might say there has been a railroad track in 
Loudoun County for many, many years. Four years ago passenger service was 
discontinued because there was no demand for it. Since 1942 only two small 
warehouses have been built along this railroad and these in small communities 
for agricultural supplies. The area through which this spur track will run 
does not lend itself to any industrial building and it is inconceivable that 
adjoining property owners would allow any such situation to exist. 

In closing I would like to inform the committee that Loudoun County is very 
zoning conscious. We have an alert planning commission whose objectives, 
approved by the board of supervisors, are to keep Loudoun as an agricultural 
county as is its due according to its position as a leading county in the State 
as to milk, beef cattle, and grains. Also the board of zoning appeals is able, 
through large attendance at the zoning meetings, to keep its decisions in line 
with the wishes of the citizens as to whether industries will be advantageous 
to the neighborood, community, or county at large. 

The Pepco site is not good farmland, it is isolated and should not interfere 
with the everyday life of the county. It is a desirable industry for Loudoun 
County. 

I am writing this letter at the direction of Mr. H. C. Thompson, chairman of 
the county board of supervisors and am sending a copy to Congressman Howard 
W. Smith. I am also making the formal request that this letter be made a 
part of the subcommittee record. 

Very sincerely, 
(Signed) Sybil W. Wanner, 
(Typed) Mrs. H. C. WANNER, 
Zoning Administrator, Loudoun County. 
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STATEMENT PREPARED FOR A SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE DIstTrRICT OF COLUMBIA CoOM- 
MITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE BY A GROUP OF REPRESENTATIVE CITIZENS 
or Loupoun Country, VA. 


the record that, despite the limitations on the extent of its deliberations which 
would seem to have been imposed by its title, an effort is being made to induce it, 
without giving the affected parties an opportunity to be heard, to act in matters 
which will 

1. Adversely affect mineowners and miners and those dependent upon them 
in scores of communities in a number of States far removed from the District 
of Columbia, including Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virgina, Indiana, Ohio, 
and Kentucky. 

2. Adversely affect the interests of the stockholders and engineers, fire- 
men, hostlers, and yardmen of seven interstate railroads, including the 
Southern Railroad, Chesapeake & Ohio, Virginian, Norfolk & Western, Sea 
board Airline, Atlantic Coast Line, Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac, 
and one intrastate railroad, the Washington & Old Dominion. 

3. Adversely affect the interests of property owners in Maryland who were 

not advised of the broad sweep of the inquiry. 

4. Shape the future of Loudoun County, Va., in a manner which will un 
lawfully deprive many of its citizens of their property, without compensation, 
in order to enrich unjustly others elsewhere. 

Those of the signers below who attended the public hearing on the proposed 
Potomac Electric Power Co. plant wish to say at the outset that they were im- 
pressed by the fairness with which it was conducted by the chairman. 

We do not hold him accountable for the fact that an inquiry into the effect of 
the proposed plant on the quality and quantity of the District’s water supply, a 
matter clearly within the scope of the committee's activities, was, by a surprise 
maneuver, extended to embrace aspects of flood control on an interstate river, a 
matter we believe to be more properly within the scope of other committees of the 
Congress. 

We do acknowledge that one aspect of the flood-control problem in the Potomac 
is very surely a matter of direct concern to the District of Columbia and its rep- 
resentatives. This is the fact that the District and its neighboring communi- 
ties have, according to the statement of the committee chairman, raised the 
bottom of the Potomac some 12 feet by filling it with sludge, thus tending to 
create a bottleneck which causes the river to overflow at increasingly more fre- 
quent intervals. 

We understand, too, that the rate by which this deposit is being deepened—and 
the river accordingly made more shallow—is being increased, rather than di- 
minished, with new connections to the sewer system being permitted in great 
numbers daily. We wonder why the Army engineers who express such great 
concern over the purity of the Potomac and over the danger of floods do not take 
steps to eliminate this sludge at once, thus deepening the channel and vastly in- 
creasing the amount of water the stream bed can carry without overflowing. 

Of course, we realize that this would be doing it the easy way, while building 
$50 million dams upstream would be more fun and more spectacular. One of 
the serious flaws in this dam-building process is the following: if the river level 
upstream is to be raised 12 feet every time the District deposits another 12 feet 
of sludge, then the day would come when the river would either be permanently 
raised above the surrounding areas of Maryland and Virginia by dikes or levees, 
or these same areas would be flooded over. This would be flood control in- 
deed—by permanent flood. 

Our point here is this, that it ill befits the District and Maryland, in view of 
their own record, to question the position of Virginia and Loudon County on 
stream pollution. These two political entities first mentioned have been foul- 
ing this glorious river for generations, with complete contempt for anyone down- 
stream from them or, for that matter, with complete contempt for their Vir- 
ginia neighbors directly across the Potomac. Their transgressions range from 
the dumping of untreated human waste and meat packers’ offal into the Potomac 
at Washington, to the maintenance in Maryland of a pulp and paper plant at 
Luke. Such plants are notorious for the river-damaging nature of their wastes. 

Virginia, on the other hand, has what is recognized as one of the most rigid 
stream pollution-control laws in the Nation. And Loudoun County, with its 
long Potomac riverfront, stretching from Seneca, at the Fairfax line, to Harpers 
Ferry, has never permitted the erection of a single industrial plant along its 


We are addressing this statement to this committee because it appears from 
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shores. This, while Washington and Maryland are daily soliciting new indus- 
tries to increase and diversify their already manifold outpourings into the 
Potomac, at their level, and at the same time attempting to deny Virginia the 
right to attract industry under its very strict pollution-control law. 

Indeed, there is nothing in Loudoun’s record to indicate that there is even a 
remote possibility of its permitting the establishment of any industry, near the 
proposed plant or elsewhere, which would result in noxious wastes entering the 
Potomac. 

With reference to our statement that an effort is being made to deprive, un- 
lawfully, many of our citizens of their lands, without compensation, in order to 
unjustly enrich others elsewhere, our position is simply this: 

In the first place, we do not believe it is the manifest destiny of Loudoun 
County to become a satellite of Washington, and to be restricted exclusively to 
agricultural pursuits forever; or to be, as one District of Columbia newspaper 
regards us, Washington’s backyard. We feel that we have a right to grow up, 
to become a community of diversified interests, reflecting every facet of modern 
American life. We further feel, on the basis of the record of the two communi- 
ties, we are the better fitted to shape our own future. 

We feel that to deprive us of any lawful use of our lands by regulatory fiat is 
an illegal partial seizure and it is particularly burdensome when the landowners 
of the District of Columbia and Maryland attempt, through their representa- 
tives, to prevent our obtaining the higher prices which sales to industry bring, 
while actively and competitively soliciting industrial purchasers for their own 
properties. 

If some metropolitan authority wishes to preserve the Maryland and Virginia 
shores of the Potomac as a watershed (and at the same time destroy the his- 
toric Chesapeake and Ohio Canal) there is a traditional American way for doing 
it. Let this authority purchase the needed acreage from the landowners, either 
by negotiation or by exercise of the right of eminent domain. 

Furthermore, we do not believe that there is anything sacrosanct about a pro- 
gram for supply water to a great city of the future which so unimaginatively 
envisions that city's water being carefully shepherded down the last 25 miles 
of the Potomac, then pumped up the high river bank to the presently hardly- 
more-than-adequate treated water storage facilities and then laboriously pumped 
back np river into the Maryland and Virginia areas into which the populations 
of that expanded city must inevitably spill. Maybe money will be no object in 
that city of the future. Maybe the Government will also get out of private 
business in this regard. But, surely, if money is an object, the authority respon- 
sible for providing an economical supply of water will place its treatment plants 
and treated water storage facilities at the top of the service areas and let the 
treated water flow by gravity down through the entire system. 

To review briefly, before we demonstrate the more serious and immediate 
economic aspects of the plant location, testimony in the record of which this 
statement forms a part has clearly established 

1. That any heating of the Potomac waters by the condensers of the 
proposed plant will create no health hazards for the city of Washington. 

2. The location of the plant at the Loudoun site will not prevent the erec- 
tion of a River Bend Dam of a height sufficient to assure a proper water sup 
ply reserve for Washington in the future. 

3. That a flood-control dam only a few feet lower than that proposed by 
the Army engineers could be constructed at River Bend without interfering 
with the Pepco plant. 

4. That any decrease in the storage capacity at River Bend could be made 
up by the construction of “one or more dams on the tributaries of the 
Potomac.” 

5. That Pepco officials, having surveyed the field, regard the Loudoun 
site as ‘ideal,” and when they say “ideal” they mean that they can produce 
there, in accordance with their duty and in the judgment of their engineers, 
electric power more economically than they can produce it at any other 
site. (It can be shown, we believe, that a plant of similar capacity would 
cost at lest a third more elsewhere. Since their income must rise with 
their investment, this additional cost would be a burden on all of their 
customers and 85 percent of the company’s revenues come from outside Mont- 
gomery County, chiefly from the District of Columbia and the District and 
Federal Governments. ) 

So much for the narrower, geographical aspects of the situation. We wish 
now to discuss those broader questions which we believe equal, if they do not 
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transcend, in importance such matters as the future of Loudoun County or the 
aqua pura to be available for quenching the thirst of generations as yet un- 
conceived—except in the very active imaginations of individual Army engineers, 
whose headlined forebodings, “fears,” and “concerns” about water supply and 
pollution already have been so convincingly dissolved before this committee. 

With the question of pollution resolved in the company’s favor, it is certain 
the plant will be located along one bank or the other of the Potomac River, since 
the waters of the river are needed for cooling purposes. If it is located in 
Montgomery County, Md., its production costs will be automatically higher since 
taxes alone will be in the order of $1,200,000 more each year. In addition there 
will be added construction and operational outlays at any Maryland site, for 
extra transmission lines and other appurtenances. These sums, while they may 
benefit Montgomery County taxpayers, will be paid in greatest part out of the 
pocketbooks of taxpayers all over the Nation, who meet the Government's large 
payments to the company, and out of the pocketbooks of District of Columbia 
residents, residents who are a matter of direct concern to this committee. 

If it is located in Maryland, too, the company will to a large degree lose its 
present ability to control its operating costs. This is because the plant would 
be economically tied to a single railroad and to the coalfields served by that rail 
road. It thus will lose the benefits of competition in a large degree, since south- 
ern miners, southern mineowners, southern railroads and southern railroad 
workers will be unable to compete with their northern contemporaries at the 
proposed Maryland sites. 

We believe that superior benefits would accrue to the company and its cus- 
tomers if it were permitted to continue to enjoy the advantages at its new plant 
it now enjoys at its existing plants. Freight rates from the northern and south- 
ern fields, for example, are about equal at its present plants in the District of 
Columbia. In view of this, coal mine prices must be competitive if Pepco’s busi 
ness is to be retained. 

In addition to the economic advantages which thus accrue to Pepco’s custo 
mers, there is also the factor that the company’s continuity of supply is less sus 
ceptible to interruption. For example, a strike on a single railroad, or in a 
single coalfield, cannot cut off the flow of coal to the company’s boilers. 

Surely no member of the United States Government, with its vast establish 
ment in Washington, should want to do anything to destroy the company’s ad 
vantage in this regard, particularly when its critical importance to the national- 
defense effort is taken into consideration. Indeed, it would seem in our judg- 
ment that the Government and its elected representatives, even including the 
respected Senator from Maryland, would wish to put national interest above 
local interest in this regard. 

Now, let us examine the situation which we believe investigation by any 
competent inquirer would reveal as likely to result if the plant were built at 
the Loudoun site. At the proposed Maryland sites, as we have pointed out, one 
railroad and the coalfields it serves would get virtually all the business. But, 
as between North and South, the North would still retain an advantage in 
freight rates, though a lesser one, in Loudoun because the Loudoun site is nearer 
the northern fields. 

So that railroad which would wholly benefit from the selection of a Maryland 
site would, with the coalfields it serves, continue to get a very substantial portion 
of the business of the new plant. But not all. Another northern railroad 
and the northern coalfields it serves—would probably also appear in the overall 
picture. 

But what is more, the southern railroads we have already mentioned, as well 
as the southern coalfields, would also share in the business at the new plant. 
And all the time the plant would be located at the site which its owners have 
pronounced to be ideal, the site which the company’s own engineers have 
selected as being the one at which they could produce power for its customers 
most economically, and at the location most desirable from the standpoint of 
national defense. 

By our laws against primogeniture and perpetuities we have demonstrated as 
a people our feeling that the dead hand of the past should not be allowed to 
control the future. In the light of the facts above submitted, facts which we 
believe will bear the light of the most intense scrutiny, we humbly suggest that 
there should also be a limit at which the future should be stopped short from 
interfering with the affairs of the present. 

In our judgment, no sound arguments, but only strawmen, have been advanced 
to interfere with the selection of the Loudoun site. 
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We respectfully urge that every member of the subcommittee and the full 
committee do everything in his power to aid the company in securing the site of 
its choice. 

The undersigned wish to state that they sign this document solely as individuals, 
any information appearing with their names being for the purpose of identifi- 
cation only; and that in the preparation of this presentation they did not con- 
with officials of the Potomac Electric Power Co. in any manner. 


(Signer, address, and identification : ) 


J. M. Hughes, Sterling, Va., dairy farmer. 

J. Emory Kirkpatrick, Ashburn, Va., member, county board of super- 
visors. 

Sybil Warner, Sterling, Va., zoning administrator. 

Thomas B. Hutchinson, Leesburg, Va., commissioner of revenue. 

M. J. Martz, Leesburg, Va., clerk of court. 

J. T. Hirst, Leesburg, Va., member, county board of supervisors elect. 

Albert F. Anderson, mayor of Purcellville, Va. 

S. Reed Galleher, Leesburg, Va., county treasurer. 

Sterling M. Harrison, Commonwealth's attorney for Loudoun County. 

Carlton Penn, Leesburg, Va., attorney. 

J. R. H. Alexander, Leesburg, Va., judge, 26th circuit court, retired. 

Robert T. Cochran, editor, Loudoun Times-Mirror. 

M. A. Ankers, Sterling, Va., dairyman, near site 

George H. Page, Sterling, Va., merchant. 

E. C. Page, Sterling, Va., service manager, Douglas Ford. 

W. C. Poland, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

A. L. Crosen, Sterling, Va., merchant. 

E. M. Solomon, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

C. C. Kirkpatrick, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

A. E. Hofferberth, Ashburn, Va., dairyman. 

F. M. Sheffield, Ashburn, Va., dairyman. 

Hattie E. Conner, Ashburn, Va., dairyman. 

John W. Conner, Ashburn, Va., dairyman. 

Jerome Bailey, Sterling, Va., student. 

H. M. Horseman, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

A. L. Hummer, Sterling, Va., farmer. 

Clarence Caylor, Ashburn, Va., truckdriver. 

J. E. Solomon, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

C, Lester Solomon, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

C. H. Creel, Sterling, Va., farmer. 

Mrs. Mary L. Crosen, Sterling, Va., merchant. 

W. C. Davis, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

R. N. Campbell, Sterling, Va., merchant. 

Roland C. Cochran, Sterling, Va., farmer. 

F. L. Jennings, Sterling, Va., contractor. 

C. J. Fletcher, Ashburn, Va., miller. 

W. J. Hayes, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

C. M. Partlow, Ashburn, Va., merchant. 

M. S. Norman, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

M. L. Partlow, Ashburn, Va., merchant. 

Nelson Partlow, Ashburn, Va., merchant. 

Lester E. Fletcher, Ashburn, Va., miller. 

C. R. Fletcher, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 

R. L. Fletcher, Lovettsville Va. farmer. 

R. T, Howser Jr., Ashburn, Va., C. & P. Telephone Co. 

Robert L. Forman, Arcola, Va., farmer. 

John H. Hanes, Ashburn, Va., merchant. 

Clem D. Robey, Ashburn, Va., farmer. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., Nowember 14, 1955. 


Hon. WAYNE MorSsE, 
The United States Senate, 


Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: We shall thank you to have this statement made part of the record 
of the hearing held on November 10 by the subcommittee, of which you are 
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chairman, of the District Senate Committee with respect to the location of the 
proposed new $100 million powerplant of the Potomac Electric Power Co. 

We regret the erroneous impression that has been created in the public mind 
that it will cost Pepeco more to generate electricity at a plant located in Mont 
gomery County than one in Loudoun County and that its customers will have to 
pay for such inefficient operation through higher rates for their electricity. 

The primary reasons given for this alleged situation, as reported by the press 
and others following interviews with Pepco officials, are: (1) that there are 
no sites topographically suited for an economic powerplant operation on the 
Maryland side of the Potomac, (2) that taxes are too high in Montgomery 
County as compared with Loudoun County, and (3) that coal costs will be con 
siderably higher for a plant located in Montgomery County than for one in 
Loudoun County. 

Evidence that we have obtained from our investigations does not in any respect 
justify these conclusions. Competent engineers whom we have consulted have 
Stated that sites do exist in Montgomery County on the Potomac River which 
are suitable for an economic powerplant operation—and we have ascertained 
that sites are available. Plant locations on such sites would be above present 
flood stages of the river as well as the maximum water level of the proposed 
dam at River Bend for the impoundment of future water supply for the Wash 
ington area and for flood control. 

It has been erroneously reported that taxes in Montgomery County will be 
double those in Loudoun County—that the plant will pay $750,000 in taxes an 
nually in Loudoun County and $1,500,000 annually in Montgomery County. Mr. 
M. L. Reese, the county manager of Montgomery County, has stated that the 
$100 million plant would pay taxes to the county of between $750,000 and $1 
million annually On the other hand, the $660,000 taxes annually that were 
Claimed for Loudoun County at the hearing of the board of zoning appeals at 
Leesburg on September 14 if the plant (then believed to represent a $72 million 
investment) were established there, would, when related to the $100 million 
investment now contemplated, be increased to $918,000 annually. It appears 
therefore, that at the most, the increased taxes on a plant in Montgomery 
County would be relatively nominal. 

Further, the claim was made that fuel costs will be $500,000 more if the 
plant were built in Montgomery County rather than in Loudoun County. To 
shed light on this issue and refute such claim, we attach herewith, as part of our 
statement, a letter from the Fairmont Coal Bureau which shows that, consider- 
ing all reasonable possibilities, coal could be delivered to a plant in the Monocacy 
River area of Montgomery County for $583,805 less per year than it could be 
delivered to one in Loudoun County. 

From the beginning of the Pepeo issue, the citizens we represent have ob- 
jected to the location of the proposed powerplant in the so-called Seneca Lake 
area of the Potomac River. This area, historically farming, has been changing 
as the Washington metropolitan area has been expanding, into rural medium 
to high-level residential use. Our investigations have convinced us beyond 
doubt that the establishment of the Pepco plant in this area will be quickly 
followed by a determined effort on the part of the syndicate from which Pepco 
obtained its option on its 519-acre site and at least 4 other landowners to in- 
dustrialize approximately 5,000 acres which they own around the plant on both 
sides of the Potomac. This effort will start on the Virginia side and then leap- 
frog across the river to the Maryland side. 

We are amazed at and completely disagree with the position Pepco now 
takes, as stated by their counsel at your hearing, that they no longer have 
a moral or legal obligation to aid the owners of the adjoining 1,000 acres from 
whom they obtained their option, to cooperate with and assist them in their 
efforts to obtain industrial zoning for their land. Pepco bases this on the 
fact that said owners did not make an application for such zoning change at the 
same time Pepco made their application for a special use permit to establish 
their plant on their optioned land. Paragraphs 9b and 12 of the option contract, 
dated August 3, 1955, introduced by Pepco into the record on November 10, do 
not set any time limit for the fulfillment of the obligations Pepco assumed 
thereunder. 

On or about October 27, when these key provisions were made known by the 
press about 6 weeks after Pepco’s request for industrial use of their land under 
option had been granted, there was no question raised that the language was not 
clear and unequivocal and that Pepco had not obligated itself to support future 
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efforts to industrialize the adjoining 1,000 acres. At that time, Mr. Bisset, senior 
vice president of Pepco, is reported to have explained to the Evening Star news- 
paper, “That the cooperation proviso was written into the agreement at the in- 
sistence of the Triple Seven Syndicate.” Mr. Bisset said the syndicate insisted 
on the cooperation clause “even though we told them we would not oppose any 
efforts to develop their property for industrial use.” He said further and sig 
nificantly, “It remains to be seen in just what way we can help them to that 
end.” It is apparent that Mr. Bisset entertained no doubt at that time that 
the obligations referred to were continuing obligations of Pepco’s and were 
valid and binding upon them at whatever time the owners of the adjoining 
land might determine to apply for the industrial rezoning of their land. And, 
as stated, we have reports which convince us that said owners wil 


so apply 

We are of the opinion that the development of an industrial area on both 
sides of the Potomac at this location will jeopardize the esthetic and recrea- 
tional values of the upper Potomac River Valley and seriously mar the beautiful 
backdrop for our Nation's Capital that it has long been considered 

Further, we are convinced that such industri “ation, because of heavy 
rucking over the highways in the area, smoke from the burning of soft coal 
(Pepco’s plant alone will consume about 100 cars of soft coal a day), and 
other adverse factors incident to the industrial use F ill seriously de 
preciate property values in a wide area along a 25-mile stretch of the Potomac 
River from Cabin John to White’s Ferry. 

As counsel for duly authorized representatives of a substantial nu er of 
Montgomery County citizens interested in both purchasing their electricity at 
the lowest possible rates resulting from efficient operation of the company, 
with a fair financial return to it, and in having Pepco establish its new plant 
in the county, for tax revenue and other reasons, on the Potomac River not too 


far downstream from the month of the Monocacy River, where it will do the least 
violence to existing conditions (metropolitan Washington's water supply, prop- 
erty values, recreational use of the upper Potomac River Valley, and fish life in 
the river) we deem it our duty to present this statement for your record. 
Very truly yours, 
GEORGE C. WARNER, Jr., 
Counsel for the Citizens’ Committee To Bring Pepco’ 
Proposed $100 Million Powerplant to Montgomery County. 


FAIRMONT CoA BUREAU, 
New York 17, N. Y., November 138, 1955, 
Vice Adm. R. 8S. Rrees (U. S. N. Retired), 
Chairman, Citizens’ Committee To Bring Pepco’s Proposed 
$100 Million Powerplant to Montgomery County, Md., 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear ApMIRAL Riees: As your committee is aware, my attention was first 
called to the matter of the cost of coal delivered to the site under option by 
Pepeo in Loudoun County for its proposed new powerplant as compared with a 
possible one in Montgomery County, on the Potomac River near the mouth of 
the Monocacy River, by an article which appeared in the Sunday issue of the 
Washington Post on October 9, 1955. 

This article, based largely upon an interview with Mr. Bisset, senior vice 
president of Pepco, while only quoting comparative prices per ton for southern 
West Virginia coal delivered to each site, nevertheless left the clear impression 
that Pepco could save $500,000 annually on its coal purchases if it built its 
proposed plant in Loudoun County rather than in Montgomery County, and that 
such saving was one of the reasons Pepco favored the Loudoun County site. 
This article completely ignored the fact that, based upon presently approved 
rates, coal from northern West Virginia fields can be purchased by Pepco for 
a plant in the Monocacy area for substantially less than the cost of southern 
West Virginia coal delivered to the Loudoun County site. 

This erroneous impression was again given in an article appearing in the 
Evening Star under date of October 25, when it was reported that a member of a 
committee of the Allied Civic Group of Silver Spring, Inc., which had consulted 
with Pepco officials, stated that “the utility estimates it would cost 50 cents per 
ton more to bring coal to the proposed $100 million powerplant if the installation 
was erected in Montgomery County, rather than at the Virginia site.” If the 
claimed saving is related to the million and a half tons of coal per year that a 
600,000-kilowatt plant will conservatively consume, the amount would equal 
$750,000 annually. As stated above, almost the opposite is true. 
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In the data I gave to your comittee on October 27, published in a newspaper 
article on October 31, I showed a saving in favor of the Monocacy area of $841,- 
000 annually. 

Subsequently, in an article appearing the Evening Star on November 1, 1955, 
an official of the Washington & Old Dominion Railroad “disputed a claim that 
coal could be delivered cheaper to a site in Montgomery County near Dickerson” 
than to a site in Loudoun County. He said there had been failure to “take into 
consideration all of the coal freight rate adjustments proposed to the Loudoun 
County site” and stated further that such proposed coal freight rate adjustments 
were “from northern fields to the Loudoun site.” 

Now, if we consider coal freight rates other than those presently established— 
namely, “proposed” or “reasonably possible” adjustments to present rates—the 
comparison I arrived at previously would be revised downward, but it would 
still show a lower cost in favor of the Monocacy area over the Loudoun County 
site of $583,805. 

In making this analysis of fuel costs, based upon reasonably possible freight 
rate adjustments from all available fields, I have tried to be completely realistic 
by assuming the viewpoint of Pepco in their position as consumer, endeavoring to 
obtain the best available value for their fuel dollar, in the best interest of its 
customers. 

Here is how I arrived at my conclusions : 

1. For coal delivered to the Loudoun site from southern West Virginia, Pepco 
will have to pay $9.39 per ton. For 1,500,000 tons, this will amount to $14,085,- 
000. The southern coal has a heat value of 14,200 B. t. u.’s per pound. 

Generally, northern West Virginia coal is not quite as high in B. t. u. value as 
southern West Virginia coal. Hence, for coal from northern West Virginia 
(Fairmont and Preston County) equal in B. t. u. value to the 1,500,000 tons of 
southern coal delivered to the Loudoun site, I have estimated purchases at pro- 
posed costs as follows: 25 percent or 400,350 tons of coal with a heat value of 
13,300 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $8.50 per ton, amounting to $3,402,975; 25 percent 
or 394,500 tons of coal with a heat value of 13,500 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $8.36 
per ton, amounting to $3,298,020 and the remaining 50 percent or 783,000 tons of 
coal with a heat value of 13,600 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $8.50 per ton, amounting 
to $6,655,500. Thus, the total tonnage to equal the B. t. u. value of the southern 
coal is 1,577,850 tons, and the total cost is $13,356,495. 

Because of some additional cost of handling the ash and pulverizing northern 
coal, an amount of $33,450 should be added to the cost as above, arrived at as 
follows: 1.12 cents per ton or $17,672 for ash handling and 1 cent per ton or $15,- 
778 for pulverizing. Thus, the total comparative cost of northern coal is $13,389,- 
945. Therefore, northern coal can be delivered to the Loudoun site for $695,055 
less than southern coal. 

2. It is reasonably possible that coal can be delivered to the Monocacy area 
from southern West Virginia at the same price per ton as that charged for de- 
livery to the Loudoun site, namely, $9.39. Hence, for 1,500,000 tons the cost will 
be $14,085,000. As stated this coal has a heat value of 14,200 B. t. u.’s per 
pound. 

Hence, for coal delivered to the Monocacy area from northern West Virginia 
(Fairmont and Preston County) equal in B. t. u. value to the southern coal 
I have estimated purchases at reasonably possible costs as follows: 25 percent 
of the total B. t. u. requirements, or 400,350 tons of coal with a heat value of 
13,300 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $8.18 per ton, amounting to $3,254,845; 25 percent, 
or 394,500 tons of coal with a heat value of 13,500 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $7.99 
per ton, amounting to $3,152,055; and the remaining 50 percent, or 783,000 tons 
of coal with a heat value of 13,600 B. t. u.’s per pound, at $8.13 per ton, amount- 
ing to $6,365,790. Thus, as with deliveries to Loudoun County, the total ton- 
nage to equal the B. t. u. value of the southern coal is 1,557,850 tons, and the total 
cost delivered at the Monocacy area is $12,772,690. Adding a penalty of $33,450 
for the cost of handling the ash and pulverizing the northern coal, as was done 
in comparing this cost with southern coal, both delivered to the Loudoun site, 
we have a total comparative cost of northern coal of $12,806,140. Northern coal 
can, therefore, be delivered to the Monocacy site for $1,278,860 less than southern 
coal. 

3. It will be seen from the above that northern coal can be delivered to either 
the Loudoun or Monocacy sites cheaper than southern coal can be delivered, 
and, using proposed or reasonably possible adjustments to present freight rates, 
that northern coal can be delivered to the Monocacy site for $583,805 less than 
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northern coal can be delivered to the Loudoun site ($13.356.495 minus $12.772.690 
equals $583,805). 

Your committee can be assured that this analysis of comparative costs is based 
upon facts and consideration of reasonably possible freight-rate adjustments in 
all cases. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL A. MARSHALL, 
Uanaging Director. 


MEMORANDUM FROM COLONEL ADAMS IN RE LOW STREAMFLOWS 


Reference is made to the statement of Mr. Powell to the effect that stream 
flow conditions of the Potomac River are at a low stage such as to affect tem 
perature of the water supply only a few days a month. An analysis of the 
records of streamflow at Point of Rocks from 1910 to 1955 does indicate that 
on an average the occurrence of flows below 1,000 cubic feet per second at the 
Seneca Dam would be for about 3 days a year. On the other hand, looking at the 
individual years we find the following distribution and concentration of such 
low flows: 


Number of days flows less than 1,000 feet per second 


Year: Days 
a a , 54 
1930__- ‘ ; 45 
1932 ai 7 a : 16 
Tt saccecia pbk geah 7 ‘ 16 
eon oe obs Ss 
Sintec 4 
1933 arte Sod alte — : . ‘i oe 
ae er : es Se : 3 
oy ’ i a ae 2 
1925__- ‘0 7 1 
1922. 4 aie rete _ sais 1 


Total _- 


153 
‘ Average 49 —=3.1 days. 


x 











